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This study is a sequel to Rand Report R-1231, Reatructuring N/70
Forses to Compemsate for MBFR, Noveaber 1973, and OASD/PASE’'e studv,
NATO: Ratiomalizarecn Potential, May 1974, to which we contributed.
The purpose of this latest study is to assess fuc-thier the poasibilities
for large-scale rationalization of NATO's defense posture and to suggest
practical vays of going about it. Given the fact that such rational-
ization is being pushed by our Department of Defense and is now under
active discussion in NATO, this study should ba of value to all DOD
agencies and other agencies of the U.S. Government concerned with NATO
policies and programs. Suitably modified, it should be useful as an
input to discussions in NATO as well.

A key preaise underlying this study is that the severe defenue
budget and manpover constraints confronting the NATO allius make more
rational use of NATO's defense resource inputs essential, if a credible
deterrent/defense posture is to be preserved at szceptable cost. A second
key preaise is that collective NATO prograas vill achieve mcre toward
this end than vholly separate national prograss.

We focus mostly on the Center Region, vhich is the core and most
cohesive part of NATO, because the possibilities for rastionalization
(especially multilateral) are greater in the Center than in the geo-
graphically separated flank countries, vhich nevertheless are not ignored
(see Chapter VIII).

We also focus primarily on NATO's conventional posture. This is
not to neglect either the continued need for nuclear deterrence; or the
possibilitics for rationalization of NATO's nuclear posture. But com-
ventional forces absord the great bulk of MATO defense budgets and
are the sres vhere NATO is relatively worse off than the Warsaw
Pact. Moreover, numerous studies are already in train cn rationslizing
theater nuclear postuzas.

Ve are quite conscious of the p.ucity of cost data in this prelin-
inary stvdy. Comparative costing is an essential element in any detailed
analysis of rationslization measures, especislly of trade-off options.
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But such data are hard to come by, especially on European ailied postures,
and to generate them would have driven up the cost of this study far
beyond the funding available. Hovever, we hope that the case we make for
rationalization will stimulate the development of a NATO cost base.

We received numerous informal ideas and critiques in the course of
vur study effort from a wide range of allied civil and military sources,
European as well as American. In many respects this study is a syn-
thesis of proposals that were advanced previously or are being currently
axamined. This is deliberate, since our intent is to pull together all
the options available under the rubric of rationalization to show the
full range of possihilities.

On the other hand, this study should be traoated as frankly explora-
tory. Its primary aim is to point out promising directions and to offer
specific options worth more detailed analysis. On furthar review, msny
of these may turn out to be infeasible or insufficiently productive to
be worth pursuing at this time. But the important thing, as ve see it,
1s to show hov a sufficiently broad program of rationalization could be
the seans ot enabling NATO to preserve a credible deterrent/defense
posture at acceptable cost in an environment of ssvere constraints.

This ve believe we heve done.

This study vas jointly sponsored by the Defense Advanced Research
Prolscts Agency, the Office of the Assistant Secretary of lefense
(International Security Affairs), and the Office o7 the Assistant
Secratary of Defense (Program Analysis and Evalustion).
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SUMMARY

1. Rationalization is a concept whose time has rome in NATO.

It is probably the only viable answer to the increasingly painful de-
fense resource bind created by the rising cost of modern forces at a
time vhen rampant inflation, the en:rgy crunch, détente, and other
pressures are severely constrainirg defense budgets. These prcuuures
make it much more difficult for NATO forces to keep abreast of the steady
isprovement in Warsav Pact capabilities. Nevertheless, NATO vwill almost
surely still have -~ if {t would only use them more visely -- enough
def~rse resources to field a credible deterrent/defense posture at
~.ceptable cost. Even if defense budgets declined in real terms, large-
scale rationaliszation could free sufficient resources to achieve such o
posture.

2. This is because the weaknesses in NATO's posture are attrid-
utable as such to the fact that it is simply not organized to use
avuilable resourcss efficiently as to any conctraints on the svailabil-
ity of such resources per se. The problem is one of outputs as much as
inputs. MATO forces remain wesker than they should, because NATO is
only a loose coalition of independent national forces, more or less
1linked together by a supranational command structure, but lacking common
doctrine and tactics, communications, logistics, and other capabilities
that would pernit thea to fight effectively together as a multinational
force. According to one estimate, NATO is already wasting over $11 billion
annuslly by failing tc consolidate RED, procurement, and support (see
P. 21). General Goodpaster has opined that "we are losing at least
30 percent and in some areas 359 percent of our capability due te lack of
scandardisation.” OSD has estimsted that roughly $5.6 billion could
readily be saved and shifted into force improvements in the Center Region
alone. )

3. This is not to say that NATO has ignored the possidbilities of
collective defense; many measures have been tried since NATO's found-
ing -~ some quite successfully. But the overall record is unimpressive.
For 25 years, tae advantages of collective defense have been unable to
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tvercome the strong centripetal pull of nationalisa, parochialism,
traditionalism, and institutional inertia. As a tesult the “hole
of NATO's defense posture ia less than the awm of its parts.

4. Despite the indusputable fact that all NATU nations == including
the U.S. == are already dependent on one another f'r the conventional
defense of Europe, parochial national interests, rather than common
NATO needs, doainate national defense programming and Landicap efforts
to develop common research, development, and procurement programs.
BSalanced national, rather than balanced collective, forces are still
the order of the day. Paradoxically, it is the U.S. that has been both
the strongest voice for collective defense in NATO and the worst ~ffender
in terms of "going it alone." But our Furopean allies have been slower
than we to recognize that the change in the strategic balance between
the U.S. and the USSR makes the conventional component of flexible
response an incressingly important pert of the NATO triad.

5. Nor has NATO faced up to the need for tough priorities to
distribute scarce resources optirally. Instead, its military asuthorities
include "sometlhing for everybody" in their force proposals to avoid
divisive arguments and to be sure each nation gets credit for some
improvement., even if it is »f marginal value to NATO's overall defensa.

6. But the groving defense resource bind may prove the catalyst
needed to overcome these obstacles to a more rational allocation of
collective rescurces. Another catalyst may be prospective MBFR or uni-~
lateral force cuts. In effect, as NATO becomes poorer it must become
more efficient. Above all, NATO must preven. the still rising costs
of manpover and maintenance from absorbing so high e proporiion of
available defense budgetr as to prevent adequate stcck leveis and scqui-
sition of sufficient modern equipment.

7. khat s rationalisation? Ve use it broadly as en umbrellia tera
that covers anything more rational than vhat NATO {s doing now. Such a
rubric permits including measures undertaken on a NATO-wide, multicountry,
bilateral, or even purely national basis. It comprehends specialization,
standardiszation, compatibility, interoperability, icGison pTocurement,
snd force restructuring. On the other hand, rationalization does not
necessarily mean integration. One of its great advantages is its flexi-
bility in application.
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8. Moreover, several recent Jdcvelopments indicate that rational-
fzatior. thus droadly construed is acquiring momentum in NATO. They
inciude the FRG force restructuring program, the Dutch specialization
initiative, creation of a Center Region air headquarters to employ air
pover more rationally, and the Nunn Amendment conversions of U.S. forces
in Rurope to more teeth and less tail.

9. But for rationalization to achieve its full potential, such sore
is necded: first and foremost, a basic change in attitude. All allies,
above all the U.S., must start thinking primarily in terms of partner-
ship rather than in terms of national prograss. Only this will brcathe
1ife into the following essential guidelines: (a) NATO must squarely
face the fact that the groving resource bind dictates emphasis on first
things first -- tough priorities must be established; (b) first priority
sust be given to initial ground/air defense against a WP blitzkrieg;

(c) marginal and low-priority national forces and overhead must be ruth-
lessly pruned to free up 1esources in trade-off; (d) NATO forces wmust

be restructursd and streamlined to reduce manpower costs and free funds
for greater reudiness and modern equipment; (e) given high manpover
coets, greater reliance sust be placed on well trained and quickly
mobilizable reserve !orcuz. (f) NATO's air assets must be pulled together
via improved ¢} to take full advantage of airpover's flexibility;

(g) interopersbility and compatibility of forces and doctrine must be
stressed and programs to consolidate training, procurement, and mainten-
ance undertaken; (1) the outmoded doctrine that logistics in a national
responsibility must be progressively supersedad dy common logistic pro-
grams; and (1) national civil and military communications systems need
to be integratad int> a NATO communication network.

10. To make rationslization work in practice on a sufficiently

. broad scale to reslise its full potential dictates an overall matriz
approach like that proposed by the U.S. This is indispensadble to showing
hov numerous specific costs and savings to each country can be balanced

.‘l'Mo is not to argue that active combat forces should be reduced;
indeed, we would increase their strength b improving their teeth-
to-tail ratio.
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out overall to produce a much improved posture at no gieater net cost.
Rationalization must also get consistent high-level focus as & fixed
item on the NATO ministerial agenda. We need to strengthen the role
of NATO's multinational organs vis-2-vis national bureaucracies to
develop tough-minded priorities that meet }ATO's aeeds, rather than
national traditions and parochial service views. Explicit trade-offs
must be developed, either within national budgets or on a multilateral
basis, and high-level attention is necessarr to prevent such trade-
offs frum beirg buried in the bureaucracy or rejected cn narrov grounds.
But trade-offs must be assessed against priority objectives and minis-
ters will have to insist via their ministerial guidance that force pro-
posals de listed in descending srders of pirority. Everything cannot
continue to be a number-one priority.

11. But to permit developing trade-offs, conatructing a matrix,
and assessing priorities, NATO needs to develop a viable data dase and
costing machinery; othervise, rationalization proyosals will bog down
in interainable bickering over comparative costs involv:d. Hence, steps
must be taken now to set up and staff a NATO costing capability. In the
long run, some kind of common funding mechanism is also highly desirable
to facilitate multinational ratiouaslization prograss.

RATIONALIZING NATO'S GROUND POSIURE

12, Since the deficienciee in NATO's Center Region grownd force
posture are probably its most important, rectifying them should receive
top priority -- something they have never had Lefore. Despite many
improvements, Center Region ground forces are still far from optimized
to meet the armor~-heavy WP blitzkrieg threat. But the severe fiscal
constraints we foresee vill impact mrst heavily on ground forces as
the most manpcver-extensive; only by impesing tough priorities, fi-
nancing modernization via trade-offe rather than add-ons, and melding
their resources on a partnership basis can the allies rectify present
deficiencies and modernize.

13. This will inevitably require considerable rcstructuring of
NATO ground forces. The FRG's impressive force restructuring program
to optimize its defensive posture vis=2-vis the blitzkrieg threat could
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serve as a model for the rest of the furopean allies. Needed are such
neasures as: (a) streamlining urvieldy TOLE structures that are in-
creasingly incompatible with high manpower costs to permit trading

off the savings for higher manning levels, more long-service persontel,
better equipment, and more WRM; (b) pruning large national overheads

snd training establishments; and (c) cutting marginal low-priority
forces to permit shifting resources into higher-priority categories.

For example, ve question vhether all the Center Kagion countries (France
included) should be allocating so many national forces, including reserves,
to local security missions at the expense of their contributions to the
forvard shield.

(U) 14, Faster reinfcrcement schemes are also important, especially
to compensate for any MBFR or unilateral force cuts. A possible trade-
of would be concrete U.S. steps to accelerats initial reinforcemant,
4f our allies would provide the needed reception and deployment facilities.

(U) 15. The resource bind and possible MBFR and unilateral cuts
make it more important than ever that all European natiomal forces be
earmarked to NATO and be properly configured and equipped to play on
optimal role.

(U) 16. Generating more quickly available reserve forces is
essential. NATO should rationalize its reserve structure by dividing
reserves into two categories: (a) small bdut highly trained ready
reserves to quickly flesh oct the active force structure to help
absord the initial shock of enemy attack; and (b) much larger re-
serves at lover resadiness.

(U) 17. NATO must also make its ground forces mcre specifically
antiarmor-oriented as their primary miseion. Each Center Region ally
should provide a corps-level mobile antiarmor reserve, as the U.S. and
FRG nov plan to do. Allied AT weapon holdings need more desfing up with
sodern ATCMs and quickly deliversble AT mines. We propose the U.S. deploy
an sntiavmor-configured airmodbile drigade to Europe as a highly flexible
theaters reserve. The FRC might specialize in preemplaced barrier con-
struction for its allies.

CONFIDENTIAL
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() 18, Cramlandiatdon, orpatcbility, and interreritility are
enscntfal to getting the wwost for NATO's money out of constrained re-
sources. Wit the U.S. must trest this as a tvo-way street, this means
in practice buying mcre Furopean ground force equipment Lf we wan' our
alliles co buvy those air and naval items {n whick ve lead. Standardiza-
:ion on the FRC acatterable mine and rockst-laurcher wysiva is a goou
example.

(U) 19. Consclilation of duplicatory training would not only
save money buiL promote common tactics and procedures and even common
equipment., We suggust combined dasic helicopter training in the U.S.
and tactical AT he'o training and forward eir controller training in
Europe.

(C) 20. Lastly, ve suggest considering diversion of the U.S,
Matine Corps' significant capabilities to enhance Center Region de-
fense, instead of earmarking them primarily for less relevant and per-
haps insufficiently timely reinforcement of the flanks.

RATIONALIZING NATO AIR FORL!.S

(C) 21. NATO's biggest air problem continues to be that it
cannot use the large air forces it nov has vith full effectiveness.
Wide differences exist in doctrine and tactics and effective means
are lacking to interface defensive and offensive air operations, to
sllocate resources between ATAFs and to coordinate the air and ground
battle. There is a great imbalance in capabi'ities detween the 24 and
4th ATAFs fu the cruclal Center Region. Hence rationalizing its air
forces must be another high NA10 priority. Moreover, the high cost of
air technology dictates rationalization to free up resources for needed
sodernization. It is also needed to realize their potential as a gap-
filier force sgainst WP blitskrieg attack.

(C) 22. Portunately, the Center Region air forces as vell ahead
of the ground forces in moving tovard vationalization. Creation of
MFICE is an isportant breskthrough,”’but hard work remains before it will

have the authority and vherewithal to fight NATO's air forces effectively.
The Yiggest obstacle to making AAFCE a viable command {s probably national

{nterpretations of NATO's MC 14/3 strategy and the doctrine and tactics
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adopted to support thnse interpretations by national forces assigned
ot esrsarked to NATO. British opposition will be parcicularly dif-
ficult to overcome.

(C) 23. AAFCE must be made 1 strong operationsl headquarters
in peacetime, But this requires fsr better command, control, and
comsunications (C?) than #:e nov available. The techaological dreak-
through that AWACS offers may be a joverful lever to weld the Center
Region air forces into an operstionslly unified force, with common
doctrine and tactics.

(S) 24. NATO also lacks the :ommunications system to veceive
real-time {ntelligence and direct s coordinated response. It is
unrealistic to expect that NICS or any other NATO-vide system can be
developed in tise t. support AAFCE's needs in this decade. Mence
AAIFCE ghould duild on what is currently available: the FRG's national
network, fixed and modbile U.S. resources, and the YRG's CIP-67 net-
vork of fized and mobile microwave stations nov under construction.

(C) 23. Ve have to convinze our allies that it mekes little
sense to maintain air forces on continucus alert unless the head-
quarters directirg their operatioas is ac that same level of readiness.
USAFE forces shoild gear their operationa to fit AAFCE's expanding role
to prove that NATO's air forces do have the flaxtbility to meet a wide
range of threats on a timely basis. Por example, ve should seek YRG
sgreement for occasional peacetime use of German bases 1 nurthern
Germany to begin eroding the fance detween the 2d and 4th ATATs and
desonatrate that USAFE forces can support NORTHAC as well as CENTAG.

(C) 26. A ooncerted push is needed to complete colocated
operating base arrangements, becsuse (s) COBs can help break down the
2/4 ATAP fence by providing better geographic distribution; (b) they
provide survivability by dispersal, enhanced operational capebility
becsuse of reduced density, snd increased confidence on the part of
‘our allies once squadrons ace esrmarked to a given base and fire
ueipttou plans are mado; (c) until COB arrangements are completed,
ve cannot build shelters alregcdy authorized for our Rapid Reactor
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squadrons; (d) COBs also can help link TAC with NATO by giving TAC
squadrons earmarked to a particular COB firsthand familiarization
visits; (e) COBs will reduce vulnerability of USAFE's conventional
sunitions.

(C) 27. NATO needs to expand the aircraft shelter program to
include 100 percent of aircruft available by M+30. W: supgest a
joint U.S./U.K. approach requesting a SACEUR waiver to his require-
ment for aciive all-weather ground-to-air defenses in the U.K. in
return for an increased air-to-air capability and the formation of
U.K. territorial units for AAA and SAM defenses,

(C) 28. Rapid reinforcement is second only to survivability of
in-position forces. To speed emergency deployment, we suggest aug-
senting each European-based squadron with four to six like afrcraft
from CONUS squadrons. The receiving squadron would have an increased
capability almost as large as the percentage increase In UE afrcraft.
When remaining CONUS aircraft and supperting personnel arrived later,
chey would be joined by thair advance unit. Tanker support for TAC
and USAFE also needs careful review,

(C) 29. Since more airlift i{s needed for U.S. units deploying
to Europe == particularly vide-bodied aircraft to carry outsized
cargo == a European CRAF (empecially of ajrcraft modified for outsize
loads) could speed U.S. deplovments. Such a European CRAF with wide-
budied aircraft could he a valuable EUROGROUP initiative. Also needed
are more reception facilities for CONUS-based reinforcements. Current
peacetime APODs are too few and would be too congested under wartime
conditions, Civi! airfields are available, but a U.S. irnitiative is
needed to end the debate generated by SACEUR's requirement that active
air defenses must be provided before infrastructure funds can be used
to build storage facilities for necessary prepositioned equipment.

(C) 30. The NATO EW programs can be a model for other rationaliza-
tion programs. There is more N\TO-s:ide agreement on the nced for inter-
operability and compatibility in EW than any other facet of NATO's
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defense. Success here would promote confidence in other rationaliza-
tion programs as well as build confidence that NATO's air forces can
succeed against Pact surface-to-air defenses.

(C) 31. Improved air munitions can also increase NATO's confi-
dence. We suggest a USAF/RAF program of cooperation to break dova
RAF resistance, such as a Jrd Air Force/Strike Command agreement to
exchange RAF tanker support for USAF laser designatcrs. Since remotely
piloted vehicles (RPVs) are increasing in {mportance, 0SD should con-
sider a NATO RPV program organized along lines that parallel the NATO
EV program.

(U) 32. Rationalizing NATO's air forces requires more srecialiaa-
tion. Smaller allies siaply cannot afford balanced air forces with the
full range of capabilities required to meet the WP air threat. The
larger and riore capable U.K., FRG, and U.S. air forces will have to
f111 the gaps. Finding the right bdalance for the USAF contribution
will be difficult, but the criterion should be to develop a balanced
NATO posture, not a balanced USAFE posture. Trade-offs are essential.

(C) 33. For example, 1f ve want an AWACS in Europe before 1985,
it may have to be a U.S. program. Our allies know that the U.S. {s
buying AWACS and has a0 more logical place to deploy them than Europe.
A cooperative production program vsuid take years of dcbate, first on
a cost-sharing formuls and then on a coproduction formula. And we
aight end up vith a system less capable than planned becsuse of the
compromises required to develop the cooperative program. On the other
hand, AWACS {s splendid trade-off material; to promote rationalization,
the U.S. could proposed that in return for AWACS the allies take over
the air defense role, including NADGE, fixed SAM sites, and peacet'me
interception and identification of intruding aircraft.

(C) 34. Electronic Warfare Support (EWS) is another role in
vhich the U.S. might logically specialize. We are the only ally vith
the vealth and technological base to do s0o Since worldwide U.S. con-
cerns vill drive us to develop an EWS capability anyway, why not use {t
to {111 tha NATO requirement as well? We'd trade off U.S. EF-111A
aircraft in return for our allies' developing RPVs to aid in the EWS

afission,
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(C) 35. While politics and prestige may prove insuperable
obstacles, the logic of rationalization applies to the MRCA and the
lightweight fighter programs as well. Otherwise the escalating cost
of the MRCA will critically limit the number of PF-104Cs thot are
replaced. Six nations (the U.S., FRG, Netherlands, Belgium, Nu-way,
and Denmark) seek a lightweight fighter aircraft and three (U.S.,
Britain, and Germany) need an air superiority aircra.t — which tie
U.S. has in the P=15. At a time of economic stringency, our European
allies ovght at least to consider such a mix in lieu of the MRCA, and
be compensated in other procurement.

(C) 36. Rationalizing NATO's air forces would not require major
changes to national air force structures. The RAF aix would not be
altered axcept to aake more rational use of available assets: the
Luftvaffe would also maintain a balanced force. But the Dutch aud
Belgian air forces would relinquish their recce role and replace
these afrcraft with lightweight fighters as an add-on at the tail end
of their F-104G replacement program. The singla squadron of transports
the Dutch and Belgians each maintain add 1ittle to NATO deterrence or
defense, unless combined with the transport capabilities of their allies
and assigned to SACEUR. Ve propose hey also be replaced by LW fighters
on a one=for-one basis as an aad-on to their F-104C replacement pcograa.

(U) 37. (Cowaolidating air training would not only increase ability
to operate together, but save monsy to dboot. The U.S. ought to support
B'ROTRAIN efforts along these lines, but 0SD has no single agency charged
vith this responsibility. Since European westher makes a European-based
UPT facility impractical, the U.S. should offer a CONUS=based progras.
MATO also needs an air combat tactics school. We should share our excel-
lent flight simulators for air-to-air and air-to-surface combat. A
Rurope-dbased school would permit joint procurement of simulators and
a facility for live-weapons training.

RATIONALIZING NATO'S NAVAL POSTURE

(U) 38. While NATO {s hardly oversupplied with modern naval
forces, it appears even l2ss vell of vith respect to its ground/air
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shield forces =—— a situation that suggests certain resource trade-offs.
Moreover, NATO's naval posture. designed largely to keep open the sea
lanes, seems out of kilter with its top priority need to deter or out-
last a short Warsav Pact blitzkrieg. Keeping open the ses lanes {s an
essential hedge against a NATO/Pact conventional war lasting more than
8 fev veeks. But our philosophy 1s that NATO cannot afford to divert
80 many scarce resources to such a hedge if it enhunces the likelthood
that we wvould lose the var on the continent itn the first carpaign. This
is oimply a matter of putting first things first.

(U) 39. Aside from the 1bove, most European NATO navies are inade-
quate to meet present naval missfons. So they are in need of rational-
fizing even to cope with present missions in the face of the squeeze
created by rising costs and budget constraints. Vor example, most
of thea maintain too many lac-ge, obsolescent units of marginal effec-
tiveness, theredy impeding sesential modernization. Moreover, several
European navies siphon off resources that could be better spent on
mseting even sore serious allied ground and air .Jefictencies.

(U) 40. On the other hand, the U.S. Navy, given its global role
and the fact that only the United States can foot the bill for such a
global navy, 10 & special case. Since the U.S. vill maintain powerful
nava® forces in any event, it is only retional that we should assume
the dominant dlue-vater role for NATO too. Hence ve propose essentially
an sdaptation ci the U.S. Navy'e “t. -4 " scheme, vhereby the United States
(helped by the U.K. and Canuds) wwid be responsible for npen-ocean opera-
tions and the continental European allies vould optimize regionally to
cope vith the local Soviet naval threat. This would also pe:mit some
shifting of European defense resources to meeting higher-priority
ground and air deficiencies.

(S) 41. Since SACLANT has indicated that his present forces are
fasufficient to hoth provide {nitia! convoy protection and perform his
other priority missions, it is rational to look at vays of reducing
requiremente for sea-lans-protection forces. Possible options include
sea-based prepositioning of U.S. equipment and stocks in Europe, in-
creasing airlift capability, "time-phased” allocation of USAT assets
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to maritime wvarfare, modification of certain sealift ships to carry
ASW helicoptern, and stress on fast sealift to Europe, {f time is
avcilable detwe.:n M-Day and D-Day.

(U) 42, Erpensive awprort and logist.ce finctions need rational-
{zing through regional pooling of naval supply, maintenance and training
facilities, and consolidation of NATO and national shore-based communi-
cations stations and ASW/suiveillance air facilities.

(U) 43, The smller navies need to concentrate on aingle-purrosa,
less-expensive, lesc-vulrervble naval weapons systems, instead of ex-
pensive multipurpose systems that represent an allocation of defense
resources inconsistent with NATO's priority need for improved ability
to cope vith fast-peaking Soviet capabilities in a NATO/Pact war.
Special attention should be paid to the enhancement of NATO “choke-
puint® naval capabilities, especially straits closure. We suggest
8 large number of specific options.

RATIONALIZING NATO'S LOGISTIC POSTURE

(S) &4. The case for greater NATO logistic cooperation rests
largely on a simple proposition == 2t present NATO may actually lack
the logietic backing .0 fight effectively -- even for the first
80 daye: (a) Serious dcficlencies exist in key stocks; (b) it {s
questionable vhether av>n 1if available they could be moved forward
in time to planned defense positions; (c) prolireration of different

veapons, ammunition, and other equipment creates a logistic nightaare

in the crucial Center Region; and (d) separate national logistic sys-
tems tehind nalional corpe sectors deprive APCENT of the ability to
esploy its forces flezibly, and would add to the logistic mightmare

vhen LOCs became inextricably intermingled in a fast-moving NATO/WP
conflict. The U.S. has not yet developed a new LOC to replace that

lost vhen Prance withdrew from ihe NATO military structure. In short,
NATO has no real logistic posture, only a collection of national postures;
this makes it well-nigh impossibla for the NATO allies to fight as a
multinational force.
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(U) 45. While rationalizing is thus indispensable on grounds of
effcctiveness alone, the growing resource bind dictates finding cont=-
saving efficiencies as well. Fortunately, logistic rationalization is
less subject to doctrinal or patochisl objections than force structure
and combat force deployments. But the pernicious "doctrine” that losis-
tics is a national responsibility 18 a crucial obstacle. National
political and militcry authorities have been as reluctant to give up
control of support forces or supplies as they have been to give up
control of combat forces. There also has been a Jack of NATO initia-
tive to solve its logistic problems. NATO's military authorities have
concentrated on atandardization as the key to greater effectiveness
within available resources, but have not pushed other worthwhile pro-
Jects as hard.

(U) 46. The go-it-alone syndrome is still reflected in national
logistic planning. In part this has been perpetuated by major allies,
such as the U.S. and the U.K., which are reluctant to see their forces
tied dovn in vays that limit their flexibility for use in .othor contingen-
cies. But the U.S. should not let EUCOM's limited vesponsibilitiee for
contingency operations prevent our participsting in logistic programs
that vill generate significant economies or {mprove NATO's overall capa-
bilitdes.

(C) 47. In realicy, natiomal logistic reespomsibility is an outmoded
myth. All allies are so interdependent on each other that no nation can
go it alone in Furope == not even the U.S. For exawple, NATO nations
are users cf 1.3 million U.S. items and are the sole managers of 445,000.
itoms used by the U.S. Nor could wve operate long without POL supplies
provided via allied cooperation, their PIT and utility systems, or the
local ational employees respnonsible for much of our noncombat support.

(C) 48. Realism dictates that NATO wili probadbly take an {ncre-
mental approach to logistic rationaliszation. While such “salami tactics”
may be suboptimization, they are probably the most feasible approach in
a loose 15-nation coalition., Perhaps the zost desirable short-term option
18 & common Center Region LOC Command, which would be initially conf{md
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Furopean Cefcnee Supply Agency, Af it is to field a credible convun-
sional posture at acceptable cost.

COMPATIBILITY, INTEROPERABILITY, AND STANDARDIZATION
(U) 57. While standardization nas always enjoyed devoted 1ip

service in NATO, in practice it has usuaily becn stymied by natinnalisa
and parochialism. It has been the exception rather than the rule. In-
deed, NATO has been moving over th: last several years tovard destan-
dardization instead. Again, the U.S. has been the worit offender. But
to cope vith the growing defense resource bind, the allies must adopt
more reaiistic policies, eliminate duplication in RéD and production,
achieve ecoromies of ecale, and increase the abiliry of national forces
to operate effectively tcgether.

(U) $8. Above all, the U.S. must buy Furcean, if ve vant the
Europeans to buy Amerisan. The wost logical aras for doing so is in
ground force equipment, where we are hardly the league leaders. Ve
suggest a number of army items the U.S. migh’ well buy in Europe.

(U) $9. Where standardization proves too difficult to achieve,
NATO should focus more on such halfway houses as compatibility and
interoperability. Foc example, even if small arms and artillery cannot
be standardized, it 1s nonetheless cruc’ally important that their high-
consumption asmunition be compatible and interchangeable. The gain fros
ainor differences in caliber seems insignificant compared to the opera-
tional and logistic advantages of esch ally's being able to use the
other's amsunition.

(U) 60. A realistic incremental approach to standardization is
also essential. Sincs coproduction and licensing schemes usually «nd
up costing more ruther than saving money, we favor single source
specialization in RED and procurement. But the key to success here
is trade-offs, so that esch participating nation gets 3 fair share of
the pie. This is vhy the brosd matrix approach proposed by the 1.S.
1s so useful to making standardization more than a one-way street.

(U) 61. Expensive air-delivered PGMs offer a good opportunity
for standardization vis tcade-offs. We suggest that if NATO standardized
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on raverick the U.,S, should share its present stocks, contribute to
& SACEUR reserve of such weapons, help in maintenance and training,
and share any savings from i.creased production runs.

(U) 62. Consistent miniscerial-level pressure is nexded to
achieve progrese; sad experience shows that it cannot be achieved
by leaving standardization, interoperability, etc. to the NATO and
national bureaucracies. We suggest a procedure wherely key miniatere
would agree among themselves not ‘o procure a naw weapon wntil their
services agree on a standard model, or at least a ccrron ~aliber
or round. This might have a catliartic effect. As a test case we
suggest that the FRG, U.K., and U.S. do this on the next generation
tank gun and round.

(U) 63. If the resource bind is as tight as ve believe, a bolder
approach than incrementalism is needed to realize the full potential of
standardizaticn and common production. We think the Callaghan pruposal
for a North Atlartic Defense Commn Market, with specific goals for com-
acn procurement, is an appealing grand design.

MODERSIZING NATO'S MULTILATERAL STRUCTURE

(U) 64, NATO's own elaborate machinery and cumbersome procedures,
shaped as much by political as by militery factors, are themselves major
obstacles to rationalization. Their size and cost are not the resl issues.
Indeed, the very elaborateness of NATO's machinery tends to mask its
central weakness -- its lack of sufficient clout to influence national

programs more effectively. Hence wve urge strengthening NATO's common
institutions, rather than further ve:kening them, as essential to get-
ting any large-scale rationalization program off the ground.

(U) 65. While modest savings would be possible from further stream-
lining of NATO's unvieldy military ccmmand structure, the chief source of
wvaste and redundancy is the overlap betwveen NATO and national command
structures. The cost in duplicatory C? slone is horrendous. This is
vhere. U.S. remedinl action in particular should focus, and we suggest
several steps to merge and colocats U.S. with NATO Headquarters.

CONFIDENTIAL

L &)



CONFIDENTIAL

xxif

(U) 66, We suggest several measures for strengthening the role of
the Secretary General and IS, Aa for the Military Comajttec, it is 2t
present only a pale reflection of the national aflitary chiefa of staff
whom {t represents, rather than a scurce of {ndependent military advice.
It should either be strengthened by enhancing the role of the chairman
and requiring the MC to be more responsive to ministerial guidance, or
be eliminated as rcdundant in favor of a Chiefs of Staff Committee that
would meet periodically. The chairman, with a small staff, could tien
become senicr military adviser to the SG and NAC. In either case,
the International Military Staff should be pruned.

(U) 67. SHAPE seems overloaded, and its response times to
requests unduly slow. SHAPE should delegate more planning and opera-
tional functions to its major commands, so that it can concentrate more
on strategic and policy issues, and in any case, it is the major commands
that will have to fight any war.

(C) 68. The complex, politically inspired command arrangements
in NATO's Southern Region desperately need sorting auyt., We question
the nead for AIRSOUTH and LANDSOUTHEAST/6th ATAF. aval command and
control in the Mediterranean is even more in need of streamlining;
ve suggest several options to this end.

(U) 69. Iudecd, the need for rationalization of NATO's fragmented
maritime capabilities to get the most for the money is so compelling as
to varrant another look at the old proposal for a Supreme Allied Commardar
Maritime (SACMAR). We suggest possible ways of meeting past objections.

OTHER KEY ASPECTS OF RATIONALIZATION

(U) 70. Theater Nuclear Rationalization. While we offer nv
detailed recommendations with respect to rationalizing NATO's theater
nuclear posture, we are convinced this is required and that it must
g0 hand in hand with the rationalization of conventional forces.
However, a radical and highly viaible varhead reduction, as some have
suggested, would probably be disastrous to allied confidence and, for
.that matter, to the Soviet perception of our resolve. In our opinion,
the NATO triad of linked strategic, theater nuclear, and conventional
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capatiliticos remains the cornerstone of effective deterrence fn Europe.
Moreover, the ratfonalization zteds for conventional forces that we aave
recoumended will place NATO {n o tetter posftion to meet any nuclear
cont ingency as well., Rationalization shculd aim for less vulnerability,
some reasoned reduction in obsclescent weapons, and improved wart {ghting
~apability {n NATO's theater nuclcar posture,

(U) 71. PRationrliaing lefvnae of the Flanks, We also offer some
thoughts on how to rationalize defense of the NATO flanks. This means
in eusence cutting the coat to fit the cloth; since few flank countries
will be ahle to devote added resources to thetr own d>fense, their NATO
sissions shculd be reduced to what they can afford.

(U) 72, Fatiomalining NATO Commmicaticra. The elaborate and
cumplex NATO and nationsl communications systems are another fertile
area for vationalization. Although our look was summary, it is nbvious
that JATO {s not getting an adequate capability in return for {ts
continuing enormcus investment in comsunications. At the tactical
level the variour national forces have the wrenching prodblem of not
being able to communicate readily, if at all, with one another. This
hamstrings tactical flexibility in employment of the varivus national
forcas available. In the iarger, nontactical systems, vhere the bulk
of the resources guv, there is & maze of duplication, lack of compati-
bility, and even a failure to interconnect compatible systems that
would provide all users more effective communications.

(S) 73. Hence we applaud the main thri st of the DOD-sponsored
Corcoran Report that we must all think NATO and rationalize toward
a fully integrated NATO communications system. In its ultimate form,
such a system would serve national as well as NATO needs in the Euro-
pean area.

(S) 74, Mcbilization and Alert Froseduree. No aspect of NATO's
command machinery needs rationalising more than its complex and cumber-
some mobilization and alert system., This is yet another area in which
some experts doubt that NATO could effectively go to war. Moreover,
the trend toward greater reliance on quickly mobilizable reserves {s
deepening the seriousness of the problem. The political pitfalls

SECRET



SECRET

xxiv

impeding tiuely mobilization arec more worrisome than the risk of
delayed strategic warning. The problem is really whether NATO can
rcact to timelv warning. NATO alert and mobilization procedures
badly need overhaui.

(U) 75. To help overcome the problem of slow parliamentary pro-
cedures, while continuing to reserve to parliaments the right to approve
full mobilization, we suggest a syrtem vhereby certain predetermined
forces could be called up and deployed without reccurse to parliaments.
One model could be the 30,000-man FRG Standty Reserve, subject to call
by the FRG Defense Minister.

(U) 76. Strengthening NATO's French Comnection. Lastly, the
groving resource bind means that NATO needs a stronger French connec-
tion. French geography *nd forces are so important to NATO's conven-
tional defense that every esffort chould_ be made to find ingenious
vays to include France in rationalization programs. For example, we
need to connect NATO and French communication systems. The NADGE
conncetion can be expanded. A similar standdby connection could link
Trench military headquarters with AFCENT and AAFCE wvar headauarters
to Boerfink. We also need contingency plans to use Yrench facilities,
" particularly COBs and APODs for follow-on forces and resupply of forces
that ansy de already engaged in combat.

|
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ONE HUNDRED FORTY-FIVE ACTIONS
THAT WOULD CONTRIBUTE TO RATIONALIZATION

1. RATIONALIZATION IN GENERAL

1. Adopt a broad NATO concept of rationalization to permit explora-
tion of the wvidest possidle range of sensible defense measures (op. 16-18).,

2. Use a matrix approach to permit focus on overall net costs and |
savings, rather than requiring each measure to stand on its own feet

(p. 30).

3. Keep high-level focus on rationalization to prevent options
from being buried in the bureaucracy or rejected on narrow grounds. In-
clude it on every ministerial agenda and charge the DRC Executive Working
Group with monitoring the program (p. 31).

4. Reverse NATO procedures to compel tough focus on priorities;
trade-offs must be assessed against priority objectives, if NATO must do
more with less (p. 32).

S. Urgently set up and staff adequate machinery to develop explicit
trade-offs and to provide the cost data essential for sensible ratiozali-

sation decisions (p. 33).

6. Develop pragmatic approaches to cozt sharing an' common funding
of rationalization proposals, such as a clearinghouse fund (pp. 33-34).

Ia. RATIONALIZING NATO GROUND FORCES

7. Give highest NATO priority to rectifying deficiencies in the
Center Region ground shield == priority these deficiencies rever nhave had

..for. (P. 35) .

8. Tollow the FRG force restructuring model and reduce the large,
expensive, and unwieldy size of NATO unita, plus the large division
slices that support them (pp. 43-47).

9. Relieve U.S. Aruy forces in Europe of contingency missions nut-
side the Center Region (p. 48).

10. Examine possible trade-offs between reducing mortars and/or tube
artt:};ry to permit adding AT weapons and scatterable mine launchers
(». ]

11. Reorganize Benelux and U.K. vartime personnel now assigned to
guarding rear areas into infantry brigades well equipped with AT weapons

(p. 49).
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12, Thicken NATO's defensive shield by sccelerating the deployment
of augmentation forces from the U.K., Canada, and the U.S. (pp. 5i-54).
Free up 1ift for high priority U.S. movements oy careful pruning of all
nonessentia. items and equipment that can be shipped later or obtained
fror our allies (p. 52).

1), Trade a firm U.S. DPQ commitment to Lave sever divisions in
Europe by M#10 or so in exchange for specified facilities and services
to be supplied by our NATO allies (pp. 51-54).

14. Cenerate more quickly availatle reserve cosbat forces by giving
reserve units sizable act{ve duty cadres, placing greater eaphasis on
reserve training and affiliating reserve with active units (pp. 54-60),

13. Arm European allied territorial forces with light AT weapons to
supplement regular forces and thicken up antiarmor defensa in depth
(pp. 57 and 69).

16, Revamp U.S. Army reserve structure to fit Army's missicn of
providing the bulk of Center Region sugmentation forces by the "three-
tier" approach cited in 17-19 below.

17. GEarmark a uhuuly' small, highly ready segment of our rescrve
to fill M-Day skortages in active units (pp. 57-58).

18. CGive next priority’'to reserves affiliated with active units as
round-out elements (p. 58).

19. Correlate the remsinder of the U.S. ground force reserve
strulture vith the active structure to ensure ddequate support of cow~
bat forces to be deployed (p. 59).

20. Shift resources to make NATO's forces more specifically anti-
armor-oriented (pp. 60-62).

21. Ask each nation providing corps-sized contribution to the
shield to include a corps—level antiarmor reserve comparable to that
planned for the FRG corps (p. 62).

22, Por example, convert the Belgian paracommando brigade to an
airwobile antiarsor brigade, and ask the Dutch both to increass their
buy of heavy antitank weapons and to field a corps—~level antisrmor
vegiment (p. 62).

23. Yhe U.K. could either convert the tvo corps=-level reconnais-
sance regiments in the BACR (and the one in the U.K.) into one corps
AT brigede, or reconfigure the remaining U.K. parachute and airportable
brigades for the antiarvor mission (pp. 62-63).

24. Strengthen further the antitank capabilities of the two U.S.
arsored cavalry regiments in USAREUR (p. 63).
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25. PReview the USAREUR scheme for piecemeal deployment of Cobra/TOW
companies and concentrace available assets at echelons higher than
division (pp. 61-64).

26, Create a highly mobile AFCENT-level antiarmor reserve capable
of rapidly deploying to any point vhere a breakthrougl threatens by d
providing a 11.S. untitank helicopter brigade in the new TRADOC configu~ 1
vation (pp. 64-66).

27. Trade this antitank helicopter brigade for logistic support !
fros our European allies (p. 66).

28. Arm the standard Cobra (AA-IC) with 2.75-iuch rockets as & cheap
addition to NATO AT capabilities (v. 66).

29. Consider replacing s'me U.S. artillery, especially in the mecra-
nized division, with the FRG light-rocket-launcher sys.ea and scattarable
aines (p. 67).

30, Trade allied purchase of °RG mires and mine dispenesra. for FRS !
provision of common storags sites for these and other barrier muterials

(p. 67).

31. Standardize barrier doctrine and tactics detween corps sectors
to preclude end runs by Pact armor forces (pp. 67-69).

32. Rave the FRG specialize in barrier construction un behalt of
the other Center Region allies (p. 68).

33. Promote standardization by standsrdizing on the FRC scatterable
aine for U.S., U.K., and Benelux forces (pp. 73=74).

34. The U.K., FRG, and U.S. defense ainisters should agree that
none would procure a new tank until their three cervices agreed on a
common gun caliber and ammo (p. 74).

35. Consolidate NATO training to reduce duplicate training estab-
lishments anc promote cowmon tactics and procedures (pp. 76-78).

36. Consolidate bdasic helicopter training in the CONUS and AT heli-
copter tactical training in Europe (p. 77).

37. Broaden U.S. Marine Corps contingency rolec by modifying their
contiguration, especially in ground and air armaments, to make their
employment in the Center Reglion more practicable (pp. 78-79).

38. Dedicate a Marina air transportable brigade for immediate M-Day
deployment to Iceland (p. 80).
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111, RATIONALIZING NATO AIR_FORCES

)9, Make AAFCE a strong operational headquarters in peacetine, with
the missfon of organtzing J4\TO's national atr forces as a balanced, col-
lective force under unified command and contrel (pp. 84-84).

40. Provide AAFCE an tnfifal 3 capability with what {4 curvent).
available from NATO sources and what can be generated by hilater sl arr ige-
ments with i{nterested allies (USAFE, USAREUR, ELCOM, DCA fixed and mobi.«
assets, NALGE and the FRG's C1P-67 network) (pp. 2¢-3.),

4V, Promote joint peacetime air operations to J.omonstrite hiw NATO's
alr forces have the flexibility to meet a troad range of theater-wide
threats on a4 timely basis (pp. 96-98).

42, Make a concerted push to complete COB arrange=ents to enlance
survivability by dispersal, permit progress on the shelter program, and
enhance operational capability (pp. 100-102).

43, Use COBy as a foot in the door to help break down the fence
betveen the 2d and &th ATAFs by routine USAFZ deploymsnts tc (0Bs for
joint operations (p. 102).

4. Use ooi- to help 1link TAC with NATO by haviag elem:nts of TAC
earmarked rquadrons viasit their COB location as part of Crested Cap
("n 102-'103).

45. Use the deterrent value that COBs provide by plaaning now for
lov=key deployaments of flights, rather than rquadrons, in periods of
incredsing tension, wvhen full-scale augmentation is not yet desirable
('Pn 103°1N).

46. Reduce current vulncrability of USAFE conventional aunitions
by prefinancing infrastructure funding of a aunitions storage facility
at each COB cbtained (pp. 105-106).

47. Use NATO air forces to form a gap~filler force against a WP
armor attack, by peacetime planning and exercising to interdict avenues
of attack upen to WP armor (pp. 106-108).

43. Develop specialty teams using USAT laser designators and allied
aircraft with bombs wmodified for laser delivery to spark NATO interest
and promote confidence (pp. 106-107).

49. Expand the aircraft shelter program to include those NATO
combat aircraft (30 percent) that will not have shelters as of M+3. We
also propose a joint U,.S.-U.K. approsch to overcomt the SACEUR require-
asnts for active air defense -- a requirement that precludes U.S. recoup~-
sent of shelter funds expended in the U.K. from the NATO infrastructure
program (pp. 108-110).

UNCLASSIFIED



e e

UNCLASSI¥TED

%0. drview cheliter design to protect atr-raft and personnel ander-
1w munttions loading, refueling, and matntenanie during the *urnaround
tom between soebat miesfons, and expedite turnatcund time In general
top. 110-111).

S1. Provide more raptd U.S. reinforcement by augmenting existing
squadrens betore adding earmarked aquadrens,  In an emergency, !ncre:se
the numbher ¢t atreratt and crews of exfsting USAFE squadroens by CONLS
undts eonding up to six atreraft each to join comparable cverseas units
within a matter of hours (pp. 113=114),

$2. Revicw tanker support for TaC and USAFE to {mprove reffurce-
ment and coehat operatione, ‘nzluding possitle dedication of tunaers,
atreamlining the political deciaston process leading to augmentation, and
developing LSAF/RAF contingency plans for U.K. tanker support of U.S.
afrerafe during deployment to Curope and combat operations (pp. 114-115),

). Provide more atrlift for army augpmentation units by adding
muitfied wide-body atrcraft to the U.S. CRAF fleet and creating a Furopean
CRAF -- with or without modified wide-hody atfrcraft. However, a Furopean
CRAF with modified wide-body afrcraft might be an {nitiative the EUROGROUP
could agree to (pp. '15-117),

54, Provide reception facilities for CONUS-based reinforcements by
ending the debat~ with SHAPE over which comes first: acilve air defense
for APODs or firz arrangements to earmark existing facilities and to pro-
vide storage facilities to b. financed from i{nfrastructure funds for
prepositioned equipment (pp. 118-119).

355. Use technology to promote rationalization; hegin by giving re-
newved support to the NATO Electronic Warfare Progras (pp. 119-120).

$6. Introduce PCMs into NATO's {nventory; we suggest a USAF-RAT
program of cooperatfon (pp. 121-122),

$57. Create a NATO Remotely Piloted Vehicle Program (RPV) organized
along the lines of OSN's NATO Electronic Warfare Program (p. 123).

5SS, Acrept AWACS as a U.S. responsibility, because to get AWACS
before 1985 requires accepting the fact that it #ill have to be predom-
t{nantly a U.S. program (p. 125).

$9. Make ai* defense a European rvsponsibility in return for the
U.S. AWACS (p. 126).

60. Accept Electronic karfare Support (EWS) as a U.S. responsibility
(p. 127-128). ‘

61. Reduce USAFE's peacetime reconnaissance capability as partial
compensation for accepting the EWS mission (p. 128).
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62. Consider a higi*=leve! UI.S, Initlative o bring sense to the
Futupean MRCA and lightweight fighter programs (pp. 129-111).

6). Replace Dutch and Belgian recce squuirons with LWP afrcraft as
an add-on to their projected LWF buy. The U,S., U.K., and FRC would
pro-ide AAFLE's crecce needs (pp. 131-112).

64. Replace the Dutch and Belgian alr transport squadrons (one each)
vith LWF aircraft, unless transports are to be merged into a NATO air
transport command (pp. 131-132).

65. To promute joint training in NATO, offer U.S. cooperation for
& MATO undergraduate pilot training program t1 ti¢ U.J0. (pp. 133-134),

66. Consider establishment of a NATO air combat tactics school in
Euvpe and otfer U.S. computer technology for combat simulators (p. 135).

IV. RATIONALIZING NATO'S NAVAL POSTURE

#7. Restructure NATO naval forces, especially those of the smaller
allies, on a regional basis to cope with the Soviet naval threat (p).
101-15”.

38, Optimise European ravies asgainst Soviet naval capabilitiee
vithin regional command areas and phase out forces inconsistent with this
policy (pp. 155-156).

69. lasprove the timeliness and effectiveness of strait-closing
cspabilities of "strait-guarder” nations, as vell as their capabilities
to prevent subsequent clearing and forcing of guarded straits (p. 153).

70. Phase out those allied attack sudbmarincs not optisum for etrait
closure, barrier operations, or regional ares coast defense (p. 156).

71, Iniciate time-phased allocation of appropriate USAT assets to
assist in maritime varfare (p. 168).

72. Reduce the requirements for sea-lane-protection forces by seg-
based prepositioning of U.S. equipment and stocks in Europe (pp. 169-171).

13. Arrange for military forces to have assured access to European
:ouut; POL reserves in emergency to reduce early shipping requirements
p. 171).

74, Modify container ships and tenkers to carry ASW helicopters to
help in the sea-lane protection mission (p. 172).

13. lacrease the frequency with vhich U.S. Coast Guard ships with
an ocean-going ASW capability exercise vith U.S. Navy (p. 173).
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6. Exploft opportunities for reglunal pooling of naval supply,
mmintenance, and other logistic operations (pp. 174-175),

17. Survey NATO and national shore-laaed facilities and missions
and consulidate where practicable (pp. 175-176).

78. Belgium: Divert resources projected for construction of & DEs
1n 1977-1979 to irproving Belgiua's ground force cuntribution (p. 178).

79. Canada: Shift six escorts from the Pacific io the Atlantic and
commit all Atlantic destroyers to SACLAINT; elininate the three Canadian
submarines used largely for ASW training and exercise ASW units with U.S.
forces (pp. 178-179).

80 Denmark: Shift resources from escorts and submarines to im-
proving strait-closure capab’'lities (pp. 179-180).

81. Germany: Equip all nev patrol boats with SSM, rather than
procuring §SM for four Hamburj-class destroyers (or shift the destroyers
to ocean eacort misafons under SACLANT); i{n the future, concentrate on
sanller, less vulnerable craft for BALTAP defense (pp. 180-182).

82. Creecs: Coucentrate future procurement on fast patrol boats,
nissile and torpedo, and mine-wvarfare craft (pp. 182-183).

8). Italy: Shift cesources to small craft optimized against the
Soviet Navy, such as PiMs or FPBCs (pp. 183-185).

84, Netherlands: Eliminate submarinis; shift emphaais from naval
forces to improving 1 Netherlands Corps antitank and air attack capabili-
ties (pp. 1835-186).

85. Norway: Equip destroyer escorts with SSM and improve capabili-
tiee m)ssn-amd small craft and land-based air ASW capabilities (pp.
186-187).

86. Portugal: Shift emphasis to mine warfare craft and ASW patrol
aircraft to assist in control of the Striite of Cibraltar ard approaches
("o 1.7°1°°)l

87. ITurkey: Shift resources to improve strait-closure capabilities,
especially in mine warfare craft and fast patrol boats armed with SSM
(”o 1."1’0).

88. United Kingdom: Place emphasis on mainteining and modernizing
British ASW capabilities as the eastern anchor of the sea-lane-protection
forces (pp. 190-193).
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V. RATIOMALIZING NATO LOGISTICS

89. Crganize a common Center Region 1NC to meet the needs of the
U.S.y UK., Canada, FRG, and Benelux countries (pp. 21)=216).

90. Establish an AFCENT LOC Command to marage all AFCFNT movement
of mrn and supplies from ports and airhieads to army group or corps rear
boundaries (pp. 216-217). '

91. Increase the exchange of logistic Jdats within NATO to perait
NATO military commanders to make realistic plans for vartime support of
NATO forces (pp. 217-219).

92. Use NAMSA more as a clearinghouse for excess equipment, WM,
and supplies (pp. 219-221).

93. Increase U.S. use of NAMSA for theater support to achieve
economnies of scale and military manpower (pp. 221-222).

94. Launch a sustaired drive tn have nations move more forces from
national command Lo carmarked or assigned to NATO (pp. 222-223).

95. Create a SACEUR stock of WRM and munitions by a multipronged
cooperative approach that avoids the pitfalls of previously proposed
common funding proposals (pp. 223-229).

96. Civilianize the Central Europecn Pipeline System to save costs
vhile relieving the military of an unnecessary burden (p. 229).

97. Appoint a full-time NATO Assistant Secrecary General to provide
added focus on crucial consumer logisti~s problems (p. 230).

98. Over the longer run, move toward a full-tise centralized agency
to inteprate NATO logistic requirements in peace and war (pp. 233-24).

99. Develop a logistic matrix covering production and procurement,
supply an) uaintenance to overcome some of political and economic
obstacleu to standardization (p. 234).

100. Use the "visemen" approach to study vhat institutional forms
common NATO logistics should take (p. 2236).

101. Initiate a SRAPE study on the requirement for a multinationsl
logistic command (pp. 237-239).

102, Begin planning for a Eurcpean Defense Supply Agency to achieve

savings in costs of consumables and to promote rutual support, increased
standardization, and common logistic procedures (pp. 239-240).
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VI.  COMPATIBILLIY, ‘TiROFSRARTLITY, AND STANDARDIZATION

103, Uhile preswing standardization as much as feastble, focus
chiefly on surh ialfwvay Youscs as tnsuring operadbility of equipment,
harmonizing doctrine and procedures, and joint use of facflities and
equipment (pp. 236-259).

104, Push for coreon calibers and interchangeable rounds for small
arme, artillery, and tank guns (p. 257).

105. OJecide on common frequencies and procedures for tactical com=
sunications (p. 237).

106. Ertend aircraft cross-servicing ~t national air bases to
develop common bomb racks, missile pylons, and interciangeable avionics
(p. 258).

107. Agree at ministerlal level that no new NATO STANAC will de
rejected below chief of staff level in NATO's capitals (p. 259).

108.. Make truade-offs the name of the gams and use the logistic-
matrix approach to balance out the potential costs and savings associated
with standardization (pp. 261-263).

109. Push for the single-manager approach as first choice and
single-source development and joint production as second choice only
(”o 26‘-2“)0

110. Procure vheesled vehicles for USAREUR and USAFE from European
commercial sources (p. 267).

111. Make s three-way trade-off, vith the U.K. producing through-
deck carriers, the FRG the Leopard II tank, and the U.S. lightwight
fighter aircraft. lise a matrix to offset unbalanced payments (pp. 267-268).

112. Request NATO nations to accept the fmproved Maverick ae the
standard sirtorne antitank wveapon and create an initial SACEUR reserve
stock from U.S, resources (pp. 268-269).

113, Create better management to control standardization, repeal
the Buy Amssrican Act, and require executive certification that new major
veapon systems do uot duplicate alresdy existing NATO systems (pp. 270
and 272).

114. Launch a D05 drive to force the services to consider allied
equipment, as vell as to educate the Congress on the potential gains <nd
to get restrictive legislation waived (pp. 262-264 and 272-273).

115. Adequately staff OSD agenries rcsponsidble for international
R&D and cocperative logistics (p. 273).

116. Alter NATO defense planning procedures to include a ten-year
development progiam for major items of equipment (pp. 270-271).
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117. Insctitute a procedure of "ministerial veto in advance" whereby
ainisters would agree not to procure anything in a given category until
their advisers had agreed on a commen standard (p. 271).

118, Start by having the U.S., U.K., and FRGC ministers agree that
none of them will approve production of a new tank gun until their ser-
vices have reached agreement on a commcn tank gun caliber and round
(PP. 2?1-272)0

119. Pursue a broader solution == the Callaghan approach == which
calls for a three-pronged initfative: (1) a North Atlantic Defense Common
Market; (2) cooperation in civil as well as military technology; and (3)
open goverument procurement by all sllies (pp. 273-275).

VII. MODERNIZING NATO'S MULTILATERAL STRUCTURE

120. Give more peacetime planning and operational authority to NATO
commands, to force national commanders to think NATO (pp. 280-281).

121. Determine now vhat the ACE command structure should be in the
late 19708 to insure compatibility with NICS (p. 281).

122. PRevamp NATO's civil structure and reallocate effort and man-
pover to key NATO functions; strengthen NATO's central orgens vis-2d-vis
national staffs (pp. 202-285).

123. Double the size of the IS Defense Planning and Policy Division
and provide it vith a strong cost analysis shop (p. 285).

124, Strengthen the Military Committee by i{ncreasing the powers of
the chairman, putting the IMS directly under the chairman, and requiring
the MC to respond to ministerial guidance regardless of national posi-
tions (’o 288).

125. Or abolish the MC in favor of a Chief of Staff Committee and
sake SACEUR and SACLANT the senior military advisers to the ministers.

" In either case reduce the IMS (p. 2088).

'126. Reduce the overlap between U.S. and NATO headquarters and sim
tovards colocation of U.S. and NATO staffs (pp. 293-294).

127. QRelieve U.S. military headquarters ia Europs of non-European
contingency responsidilities, or at lesst detter delineate vhat these
responsibilities are (p. 293).

128. Revise SRAPE's role and give the MSCs increased respousibility
for the detailed planning and execution of NATO conventional defense;
free SHAPL's staff to devote more attention to policy and strategic
fesues (pp. 295-296).

129. Strengthen CINCCENT's asuthority and give him the capabilities
needed to use assigned forces flexibly (p. 297).
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130. Disestablish AIRSOUTH and make AIRSOUTH an afr deputy to CINC-
SOUTH, or reduce the U.S, contribution to AIRSOUTH (p. 302).

131, Conbine LANDSOUTHEAST and 6th ATAF at lzmir, or eliminate them
because the Greek-Turkish problem makes them uneble in reality to perform
their misston (p. 305).

132. Disestablish NAVSOUTH's subordinate commands and adopt a "task
force concept” (pp. 307-310).

133. Merge NAVSOUTH and STRIKFORSOUTH into a NAVFORMED (pp. 309-309).
134. Combine NAVSOUTH and IBERLANT headquarters (p. 309).
135. Reexanine the old proposal for putting all NATO maritime forces

under a Supreme Allied Command Maritime (SACMAR), who would replace SACLANT
and remain located at Norfolk (pp. 310-311).

VIII. OTHER ASPECTS OF RATIUNALIZATION

136. Rationalize NATO's theater nuclear posture to: (a) reduce its
vulnerabilicy; (b) eliminate obsolete weapons; (c) improve c3; (d) improve
target acquisition; and (e¢) facilitate more flexible theat2r nuclear op-
tions (pp. 312-314),

137. To enhance defense of NATO's flanks, tailor their missions
better to their limited capabilities. Reassess the forvard defense con-
cept for Greesce, Turkey, and Norway. Shift limited local resources and
outside aid to meet highest-priority nec’s, rather than flank allies .
attespting to maintain balanced national forces (pp. 316-318).

138. Rationulize tactical communications by developing common doc-
trine, ensuring cospatibility of equipment, and agreeing on common pro=-
cedures (pp. 321-322). Offer NATO access to the U.S. AUTODIN and AUTOVON
nystems (p. 325).

139. Plug the U.S. into the new CIP-67 network in lieu of upgrading
the European sogment of the DCS (p. 325).

140. Over the longer run, move toward interconnection and commcn
use of hoth NATO aud national nontactical communications systems, elimi-
nsting unnacessary duplication and using civil facilities vhere feasible
(pp. 326-327).

141, Overhaul NATO's cumbersome and complex alert procedures;
design a simplified, understandable, and politically acceptable system,
using ADP methods (pp. 329-330).

142. To enhance readiness, move toward two-stage or even three-
stage allied mobilization procedures, under vhich relatively small dut
urgently needed reserve contingents could be called up ty defense
ninisters (pp. 330-331).
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343, Discretely develop better contingency plans for early utilization
of France's five active divisions (p. 33)).

144, Work toward better interconnection of French and NATC cormuni-
cation systems (pp. 333-33).

145, Develop agreed contingency plans for use of such French factili-
ties as COBs, APODs, and a back-up U.S. LCC through France (pp. 334-335).
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I. THE RATIONALE FOR RATIONALIZATION

(U) NATO faces growing difficulties in maintaining a credible
detervent/deferse posture over the next several years. The basic
reason is obvinus == the increausingly painful resource bind created
by the rising costs of modern forces at a time of severe budget con-
straints. Inflation, the energy crumk ., lessened internationsl ten-
sions, and competing priorities are all impacting on defense outlays.
This study will not go into detail on these factors, because they are
plain for all to see. Rather it will seek to develop a practical so-
lution to this dilenma -~ rationalizing NATO's collective defsise
posture to permit optimizing it within such severe resource con-
straints. We vwill argue that NATO can modernise out ot its own hide
== without substantial defense bDudget increases -~ 1f only it will
spend its existing tesources more visely.

A: THE DILEMMA CREATED BY NATG'S GROWING RESOURCE BIND

(U) While Ruropean NA1O defense budgets incressed an estimated
10 percent during 1970-1973, in terms of what tley buy they have
reslly been going down instead of up. This 1s because other factors
such as the increased sophistication of defense equipment have been
driving up the costs of equipment snd manpower even more than the
general inflation rate. And defenss budgets are incressingly driven
by the rapid growth in manpower coets, especially for countries like
the U.8., U.K., and Canada, vhich men their forces wholly with volun-
teers. An all-volumteer force, for example, costs the U.S. at least
$3 billiom per annum and probably more if indirect costs are added in.
Such problems are getting worse, not detter: Ianflationary pressures
have iancreased in sll NATO countries, in some at a frightening rate,
partly because of the staggering increase in o4l prices, to vhich the
Buropean allies sre particularly vulnerable.

(8) WNence, defense budgets will almost certainly be held down
further and required to absord the costs of inflation. Thie seems to
be happening already in ths U.S., U.K., and Italy, vhere defense
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spending is down in real terms in 1974, and will doubtless become a
NATO-wide phenomenon. As ASYC Humphreys recently tuld the defense
sinfisters:

Instead of plaraing 20 allot a stabla or larder proportion
of their groving national weslth to defence wmost countries
sppear to de planning to reduce it substantially over the
yeais. This {mplies a deliberate decision to alter the na-
tional pattern of resourre allocation to the disadvancage
of defence. It also means abandoning any attempt to keep
pace vith inflation in defence costs.

The 1974 defenss planning reviev shoved that acst nations hoped to
maintain defense spending in real terms, and a fev to increase it mar-
ginally, but economic stringency vill maks this hard to do, Moreover,
continurd cost grovth will mean less output, even if resource inputs
remain steady.

(U) Another facet of the resource bind vill be growins pressures
for manpower cuts, eithec wunilateral or via an MBFR agreement — or
both. Congresaional calls for vithdraval of U.S. troops from Europe
sve far from stilled, and If no early MBFR agreement is reacted, may
becoms overvhelming. Or the opp:;:cite may occur, Cuts in allied forces,
because inflation and the ene:igy crunch are even greater ia Europe,
may trigger U.S. vithiravals. Under these circumetances, sutual NATO/
Varsav Pact cuts, under any reasonably symmetrical MIFR compromise,
would seem distinctly preferable to unilaters! cuis == and could de
ugsed to wvithstand pressures for such cuts by putting an agreed floor
under NATO force lonh.“ Thus soms softening of the present NATO
bargaining position is probably i{a the cards. But one way or another,
some NATO force cuts ssem quite liksly in the period ahead.

.(C) DPC/D(74)14, NATO Force Goals 1975-1980, 13 June 1974
(Confidential).

“(U) While this report is not the place to argus the pros and
conn of MBFR, {t could be in effect yet another means of rationalising
NATO's defense posture. If even symmetrical mutual cuts are almost
a8 priori preferable to unilateral NATO cuts, then the present NATO ne-
gotiating position (vhich {s almost certainly not acceptadle to the
USSR) needs to be modified sccordingly. Moreover, NATO's MBFR position
must be s0 framed as not to hasper ratiomalisation nf its residual
force posture (a risk at present) lest ve end up with the worst of both
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(U) At the same time t..2% r=~al rcsource inputs are declining and
force cuts are {n prospect, NATO far~g a continuing need to upgrade
and mnrdernize its -ollective defense posture. One obvious reason for
doing 0 i Lo exploit tine new techno.ogy that is now becoming avail-
able. New generations of weaponry (both coaventiural and nuclear), ad-
vanced command and control technology, and modern mesns of strategic
mobility offer major opportunities as well as risks, Somc even argue
that precision-guided wecpons, vher married ro nev reans of target
acquisition, will revolutionize werfare, and may even over time abol-
ish the distinctions between strategic and tactical weaponry. However,
by and large such new technology is inordinately ezpensive. Options
1ike AWACS, th%» next geaeration of SAMs or AT missiles, advanced com-
bat aircraft, even new combat vehicles are proving costly indeed.
Thus, how can NATO afford enough of it at a time of severe resource
constraints?

(U) Another obvious requirement is to offsaet the parallel mod-
ernizstion of the WP forces, vhich has been procaeding at a healthy
clip frr the last fev ysars. While strengthening its tacticsl ruclear
capabilities, the WP organizaiion has been devoting even m0re substan~
tial resources to sndernizing its conventional blitzkrieg pun-h with
more artillery, more and better armor Jmproved tactical eir, and
greater attent‘ca to logistic support.

{U) Moreover, daspite some real progress over the last few years,
NATO's forces are still far from optimized to meet the existing WP
threat. A reviev of such NATO studies ss AD-70 and {ts follow-on re-
ports, or the annual combat-«fiectiveness 1eports of the major NATO
commsnders (MiCs), revesls a pattern of such serfous deficiencies an
to raise 1 errious question as to vhether MATO could effectively atop
a WP blitzkrieg in the center or on the f:uh.‘ This is far orra
than a matter of the WP having the advaotage of the init.ative and
therefcze being able to concentrate its etteck a” times and places of

its own choosing.

'(U) We discuss thase deficienciss vhers relevant in the gubse-
quent chapters of this study. See also our previrus F:'nd Rep-re,
Hestrustiaring NATO Porces to Compenaate ‘o= MBFR (U), R=1231-ARPA/
ISA/DDPAE, Novesmber 1973 (Secret).
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(U) Nor has thia been primarily a resource pr.l/om, 1t is im-
portant to recognize that, up to recently at least, NATO'u weaknessun
have not resulted primarily from lack of gross resource inputs. Ac-
cording to the best availahle estimates, NATO defence budgets ¢xceed
those of the WP, NATO FLas more manpower under arms, its trained man-
pover pool is larger, and {its ejuipment mcstly comparable {f not
qualitatively superior. Thus, it is not so much lack of resources but
fatlure to use them wisely that is at the heart of NATO's weaknesses.
Similarly, it is not insufficient active maapower but rather the wvaste-
ful vays in vhich this manpowver is used. In short, NATO has, and is
likely to continue to have, enough defenie resources tc field a stal-
wvart deterrent and det‘enn..

(U) The problem is one of outputs rather than inputs. While
NATO's ~ollective defense rosources are cumulatively impressive, {t
sisply has not used these resource ainputs to best advantage. Among
other things, NATO is not collectively organized to use them effi-
ciently. In strong contrast to the Soviet-dominated WP scructure,
NATO 1s a ccalition of independent national forces, only loosely
linked by a supranational command siructure. While we cite their de-
ficiencies in wmore detail in subsequent chapters, suffice it to say
here that NATC's forces lack the common logictic base (see Chapter V),
commmicstions (see Chapter VI1), and compatibilicy and interoper-
ability (see chapters Il1-1V) to enable them to fight effectively to-
gether as multinational forcu.“ Hence NATO lacks the operaticnal '
flexibilicy rapidly to reinforce areas outside assigned national de-
fense sectors. Por example, the Dutch cannot put their finger in the
dike and expect rapid reinforcesent, because forces coming to support
them vill have to drag their logistic tails behind them. Instead, the
NATO allics world have to fight largely reparate vars, vulneradble to
defeat in detail.

.(U) The sams argusent is wmc”e in a provocative study by T. A.
Calleghan, Jr., U.S./European Ecomomic Tooperation in Military and
Civil Technology, Ex-la Tech, Inc., Arlingten, Virginia, August 1974.
pPp. 16-20.

“(U) See also Callaghan, op. cit., pp. 32-34,
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(U) And some sectors of the conventlonal shield -~ especially
t! » Dutch and Belgian, are much weaker than uthers (see Chapter I1).
We are continually astonished to note how little attention NATO pays
to the truism that a chain {s no stronger <han its weakest links. In
Center Region terms, it might make !ittle difference how strong the
U.S. and FRC forces were, 1if a WP blitzkrieg could pun:* through a
weaker sector and then exploit.

(S) Nor is there any common agreement on how to implement KaTO's
defense concept. While flexible response and so-called forward strat-
egy are broadly accepted at the political level, there has never been
full agreement on vhat they mean in practice, hence not encugh of a com=
m0n progrtam to carry them out. Differing views as to how long a con=
ventional phase should be contemplated before NATO goes nuclear, and
even differences in ductrine and tactics, have led to divisive debates
over hov much and what kind of WRM should be stocked. For example,
the U.S. is planning on at lsast 90 days' conventional WRM in Europe,
while its sllies have only agreed to )0 days, and don't expect to reach
that level until 1978. Thus NATO's posture doesn't seem to fit NATO's
strategy very nu..

(S) Moreover, NATO wastes enormous money and manpower on dupli-
cative R&D, production lines, depots, repair facilities, and LOCs that
overlap. As the last SACEUR, General Goodpaster, rec:ntly told the
CNA™, "we are not getting a satiefactory return on out investment for
our vast expenditures; wve are losing at least 30 percent and in some
areis 50 percent of our capability due to lack of .nudardtutton."“
1t results in a heterogeneous collection of weaponry and munitions
that almost defy description, and require a far broader logistic aup-
port base than ~thervise mcuury..“ Even 1f adequate WRM stocks

.(U) For mor» details see Chapter I of Rand R-1231, op. cit.

“(s) Statement by SACEUR to CNAD Meeting at SHAPE, 25 April 1974
(USNATO 2346, 30 Apeil 1974) (Secret).

“.(U) See A. W. !larsnall, "NATO Defense Plananing: 1he Political
and Bureaucratic Constraints,” in Defense¢ Manize=«nt, S. Enke, ed.,
Prentice-Hall, 1967, pp. 354-367, for an early provocative discussion
of "why the Western European allies oltain so little capability to de-
fend themselvue for the money they spend.”
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wvare available, the proliferation of weapon systems is so great that
mnitions and spare parts are not interchangeable. In consequence,
according to General Steinhoff, outgoing Chairman of the Military Com-
mittes, NATO looks "partly like an Army museum."

(C) 1In stort, the whole of NATO's defense posture is less than
tle sum of its parts. One connot simply adé up all of its forces and
assume that they could fight as a unified vhole. Moreover, thig otitu-
atica eeems to be getting worse rather then better, as the NATO allies
dray farther apart rather tham closer together. For example, twelve
NATO allies are developing 13 different types of antitank missiles and
studying yet eight more. And different weapons systems spawn differ-
ent doctrinos, perpetuate the requirement for purely national LOCs,
raise WRM and storage costs, and unnecessarily raise the price of mod-
ernisatfon. ASYC Cardiner Tucker has complained about the progressive
"de-standardizat fon" of NATO vuponry..

| 1S NATO'S EXPERIENCE WITH COLLECTIVE DEFENSE MFASURES
(U) We do not mean to imply that the NATO allies have ignored

the possibilities of cocllsctive defense. On the contrary, this has
been an oft-repeated theme since NATO's founding, snd many measures
have been tried == goms of them quite successfully. But the oversll
experience has beun a frustrating and evea bitter one, a8 brief raview
of which aight be instructive. Indeed, NATO ic not gning to get very
far tovard rationalizing its collective defense posture unless it
realistically faces up to the obstacles that have frustrated previous
efforts along these lines.

(U) The coacept of collective MATO defense is by no means nev.
Indesd it vas a dominant theme vhen NATO was founded in 1949-1950,
since ft appesred that only via collective msasures could the elowly
recovering Western Europesn natious mest the Soviet threat at accept-
able cost. In 1950, the North Atlantic Council called for "balanced
collected forces in the progressive buildup of the defence of the
North Atlantic Area,” and decided that an integrated force should be

*(U) USEATO 1731, 29 March 1974 (Confidential).
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constituted under the supreme command of an American ofﬂcer.. General
Eisenhover was appointed the first Supreme Allied Ccmmarder Europe
(GACEUR), with the understanding that he would have authority to train
the national units assigned to Lhis command and to organize them into an
integrated force. The first Secretary General. Lord Ismay, saw this as
marking a major new development in NATO's thinking:

The idea was to conceive the military huildup so that all
effort be directed in the beut possib’e vay and to the best
possible place. Duplication and overlapping were to be
avoided; a government should not be wasting its money on
building, nav, ships 4f it could do more important work,
oquaux.uufu.l to North Atlantic Defence, in some other
fleld.

(U) The first major step was to set up a combined Supreme Head-
quarters Allied Powers !ﬁtopc (SHAPE) in 1951.‘“ The combined NATO
command structure wvhich subsequently emerged is the chief expression
of the collective defense concept (sse Chapter VII). But this struc-
ture has turned out to have far less peacetime suthority over national
forcas than originally envisaged, and vhut it had has gradually eroded.
Moreove:, aside from it, little that is truly integrated has emerged
in NATO,

(U) Perhaps the high water mark of attempted integration was
reached in 1954 with the abortive proposals for a European Defense Com=
smnity (EDC). Advau:ed as the best way to permit Cerman rearmament
vhile protecting the rest of Europe against Cerman revancnism, they
called for a common ?tonchlccr-n(ltttlnh/lmlux European Army, inte-
grated down to corps or division level. But the French, who invented
the concept, were in the end the ones vho buried {t.

*(U) Sizth Meeting of North Atlantic Cowncil, 18 Decesber 1950.
*4(U) NATO, The First Five Years, Lord Ismay, p. 29.

“.(U) Zisenhover told the national ailitary representatives work-
:ag in Paris to form SHAPE that "our purpose is to form here at SHAPE a
neadquarters to enable us to do together what none of us can do alone"
(Se~vretary of the Air Porce Publication #10-973, p. 20).
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(U) At any rate, despite numerous proposals of one kind or an-
other advanced over the years, tle actual examples of successful joint
NATO programs are relatively few. The most striking is ths longstand-
ing NATO Imfrastructure Prcgram, to which since 1951 the allies hsve
contributed over $5 billion as a common fund for joint projects. But
even this is shrinking now under the impact of inflation (see p. 210).
Tha NATO Maintenance 4 Supply Agency (NAMSA) has had a modest common
procurement role. There is a NATO Pipeline System controlling about
6300 miles of pipeline. NATO's Air Defense Ground Emviromment Frogrum
(NADGE) is another example of common production logistics, as is the
NATO Integratod Communications Syetem (NICS) a high-level netwerk pro-
gram. There have also been several cooperative procurement or produc-
tion consortia -~ Hawk, the G-91, the F-104G Sidewinder, Bullpup,
Atlantic, Jaguar, and MRCA, ctc... not to mention a series of coopera-
tive RED efforts on & bilateral or wider hasis.

(U) A major effort :as also made by the NATO military authori-
ties to promote standardiaation, as vital to enabling multinational
forces to operate effectively together. SHAPE actually promulgated
some 49 NATO Basic Military Requirements (NBMRs) before giving up in
1965 because "not one NBMR had resulted in the common production ¢f an
item specifically designed to mest u."" True, NATO did agtee on &
commwn 7,.62mm round (which the U.S. then abandoned), and some other
awmo and weaponry (e.g., 105am tank azmo) is interchangeable. But
standardization is more the exception than the rule, usually occurring
only vhen other allies bought or licensed f-om one producer; in fact,
destandardizition seems to be occurring (see pp. 244-250).

(U) Beg!nning in 1969, the EUROGROUP made aaother effort to de~-
velop collective defense msasures. Its rost notable accomplishaent
has been a European Defense Improvement Progras, really a collection
of increases in national programs. It also created a number of

*(U) See Chapters V, p. 209, and VI, pp. 244 and 246-249.

“(U) Ceoffrey Ashcroft, Military Logiatio Systems im NATO:
Part II: Militiry Aspects, London, 11SS, Adelphi Paper Ko. 68, June
1970, p. 3.
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subgroups (FURUMED, EUROTRATM, EURONAD, EUROCOM, EUROLONGTYRM,, to pro-
mote joint efforts ou a European basis. But nome years later thene can
point as yet to 1little concrete resvit (see Chapter V).

(U) Nor has the Couference ot National Armaments Directors created
by NAJU {n 1966 to breathe new life into joint production and ~quipment
standardizat fon ‘ccomplished much to dite (see Chapter Vi). “orvover,
looked at in the round, the above cooperative e!forts are very small
potatoes compared to purely national programs. Indeed, it {s nctable
how 14ttle in the way of commonality or joint {nstitutiouns NATO has
managed to generate over the years. Somehow the early concept of col-
lactive defenie want badly off the track, and has never gotten bacxk on
track again,

C. NATIONALISM AND PAROCHIALISM AS OBSTACLES T0 COLLECTIVE DEFENSE

(U) Why s this the case, after some 23 years of NATO's existcnce?
The reasons are many and varied, but underlying thea all {s that, even
fn times of crisis, the tieoretical advantages of collective defense
have been insufficient to overcome the strong centripetal pull of na-
tionalism, traditionalism, and straight institutional inertia. Ve
assess some of these factors below.

1. The Dominance of Nat{ional over Alliance Considerations

(U) The sheer fact that NATO is an alliance of sovereign national
states, each with its own perceived disparate interests, has been at
bottom the chief resszon why the vhole of HATO's defense posture is less
than the sum of its parts. The concept of collective defense does not
really dominate the planning and programming of NATO's members. Instead,
parochisl national considerations do. Balanced national, rather than
balanced collective, forces have been the order of the day. In every
cass, vhile paying 1ip service to NRATO, its mesbers tend to size and
configure their forces as much on the basis of national considerations
as on that of optimasing their contributions to the common dcfenu..

.(U) Only the FnG force posture seems fully configured for NATO
defense missions, dut this is understandable since the FRG forces have
no other defense mission, and the FRG 1s in the forefzont .. the pre-
sumed key battlcground in any major NATO/WP clash.
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(U} The came helds true of national equiyment procurement and
other investmsnt programs. Here too, national political and economic
particularisa have tended to dominate. Almost invariably, individual
allies (the U.S. ircluded) have been more concerned to protect their
own armaments i{ndustries and balance of payments than to maximize
NATO-vwide military benefits or save oa collective costs. Even on com-
mOn procurement programs, the desire for all psrticipants to get their
share of the pie has led to coproduction and licensing schemes that
eat away much of the potential cost savings (see pp. 265-2€6),

(U) Thoss are sheer facts of life to & great extent, and our d:-
sire {s less to criticize them than to point out some of their conse-
vusnces. However, we do find some of them anachronistic in the context
of the seventiea. TPor example, the vithdrawval of Britain, Prance,
Belgium, Hollani, and now Portugsl from the vast bulk of their former
colonial empires has not yet been fully reflected in their defense
postures. Granted that some of thea still have non-NATO commitmsnts,
the {ssue is wvhether in a period of severe resource constraints they
sh u.d still posture 50 many forces fcr overseas intervention at the
expense of their NATO coutrtbuttono..

(V) EFaradcxically, hoimwcr, it {8 the United States that has
been both the strongest voice for collective defense in NATO and the
woret offendsr in terms of "going it alome.” The U.S. is cast in the
role of dominating NATO, yet insisting on its owm freedom of accion.
One natural conssquence has been that the U.S. force posture displays
far more of 2 “go it alone" syndrome than that of any other NATU ally.
Even its forces in Europe (not to mention its other NATO-earmarked
forces) are acres self-contained, ths argument being that the U.S. must
structure on an expeditionary force basis to project its militsry
pover overseas and must be able to use its Europe-based forces for
noa=NATO conttngonctu.“ And in the case of defense production, the

“(U) Ve suggest some tradeoffs in Chapter II.

“(S) The proviso im DOD's FY 1976 Defense Programming and
Planniag Cuidance (DPPG) to plan on the basis that U.S. forces in
Rurope are there to meet European contingenciea (and will not be
vedeployed to meet othsr contingencies) is a major step forward.
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U.S. vante to have ite cake and eat it too. It follows a policy of
military self-sufficiency, while vanting NATO to standardize, mostly
on U.,S, equipment.

(U) Admittedly, the U.S. faces far more of a genuine iilamma
than any other NATO ally in teras of posturing for NATO aissions ver-
sus other contingencies. As a superpowver it must play a global role.
And non=NATO coatingencies seem far more likely :0 occur than a major
KATO/WP clash. Por these reasons, the U.S. must maintain general
purpose forces, not just configure them for NATO-first scenarios.

But the latter scenarios are surely the most important, if not the
wet likely, and are indeed the sizing casa that primarily determines
the scale and configuration of our nonauclear forces. Besides which,
ve ssriously questicn vhether such grest emphasis on general purpose
forces is really as cost-effective as often thought. Isplicit in
such of the snalysis that follows is the concept that tailoring s
lerge friction of our force posturs more for the NATO mission would
(a) free substantial resources for tradeoff; (b) materislly improve
the effectiveness of our NKATO contridution: and last but not lesst (c)
sctuslly improve our capabilities for responding to other contingen-
cies as nu..

2. _The Nuclear Syndrome

(U) Another factor temding to obscure the need for collective
defense measures has besn the pervasive influence of the American
nuclear deterrent. 8o loug as U.S5. nuclear superiority provided a sol-
14 deterrent usbrells. neither the U.S. nor ite allies felt compelled
to pay uadue attention to the needs of combining for conventional de-
fenss. While the U.$. has long since recognized the need for flexible
responss, many Luropean allies still cling to the belief that only a

.(U) We have in aind such measures as faster reinforcement capa-
bdbL.ities (chspters II, III, and IV), a better reserve structure (Chap- |
tez 1I), and the economies inherent in greater dependence on allied !
support (chapters II, 111, and V), standardizstion and co-production !
(Clapter V1), and reallocation of naval forces from sea-lanes protec-
tion to force projection (Chapter 1V). l
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brief conventionsal pause before going nuclear is really needed to de-
ter, or at any rate they use this as sn excuse to neglect conventional
options. Howsver, they too are gradually coming to acknowledge that
the advent of strategic ruclear parity, plus the growth in Soviet
theater nuclear capabilities, cannot help but erode che credibility
of 200 exclusive a reliance on nuclear deterrence. This is already
evident in the FRC stance, though the British and French (vith large
sunk-costs nuclear forces) are the most reluctant to modify their
views. This is by no means to argue that they, or we, should prema-
turely abandon nuclear deterrence (see pp. 312-314), only that the con-
vent fonal cosponent of flexible response is becoaing more important
than at any previous time in the history of the aslliance.

3. Lack of Initiative on the Part of the NATO Authorities

(U) Nor do NATO's political and silitary authorities appear to
have bdeen sggressive enough in pressing the advantages of collective
defense. This 1is all too understandable, since the way NATO is set
up, their primary inetitutional loyalties have been to their natioms.
NATC has never crested the stroung multinational bureauccacy increas-
ingly characteristic of ths EEC, partly because (at the wish of the
Europeans) Americans have tended to dominate it. At any rate the
national defense ministries and services have always been dominant.

~ (8) Also seriously lacking has been adequate MATO mschinery for
developing tough priorities and pointing up any differences between
thess priorities and national programs. Thus, despite the NATO force
planning cycle, NATO force improvement has been a diffuce increrental
process without clear priority guidance that woul’ put the necessary
ewphasis on first things first. Even the AD-70 exercisr lacked clear
operative priorities in this sense. Of course, thls partly reéflects
the divergent allied vievs on vhat the MC 14/3 ecrategy really means.
But vhatever the reasons, the lack of en authoritative NATO-developed
toed mep has inhidited NATO from making optimum use of its money and
manpowver imputs and has made it easier for natioms to foliow divergent
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paths influenced more by natfonal doctrine rnd parochialism than by
the needs of the common defense.

(S) 1In fact, ve would argue that the present system under vhich
the NATO military author‘ties genserate biennial force proposals, all
stated as having first or second priority, is actually counterpro-
ductive, since to correct all ths detailed list of deficiencies cited
juvariadly costs far more than the allies are willing to spend. For
exanple, of over {00 force proposals subaitted by the MNCe for
1975-197% atd H11ssed by the MC with little change, over half were
1isted as first priority =~ a situation that leads to loss of focus
on the critical deliciencies, rather than the reverse. This is one
msjor reason why NATO has never optimized its defense posture to meet
wvhat it claime to regard ss the most serious threat -- an afir and
armored WP blitxzkrieg in ths Center Region.

{U) The lack of clout and initiative of the NATO authorities has
aleo prolonged the 1life of such pernicious douctirines as that of logis-
tics being "a nationsl responsibility," the facal flaws in whicu they
have been all coo slov to spell out.. While chey have been much more
aggreseive in prossing for standardization across the board, the known
difficulties of achisving this nirvans make one suspect that, as in the
caee of past "blus sky" force requirements, they are using the nsed for
standardization as an excuse not to press harde~ on such lesser and
nure realizable goals as compatibility and interopsrability (sse

Chepter VI).

4. These Problems Have Long Been Recognized
(U) Of enuree, all these problems have long since been recognized

== and regularly deplored. NATO's literature is full of such hortatory
fajunctions as that of the assembled ministers in their June 1970 NAC
Sessinal

In spite of the excellent progress that had been made in the
exchange of information on defence equipment, it has proved

*(U) see Chapter V, pp. 208-209.
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possidle to establish relatively few firm NATO projects for
cooperative davelopaent and production of equipment. They
recognized that more political support would be necessary
to overcome the obstacles to greater cooperation. They
agreed to the need for a more positive approach in order to
achieve the financial and operational benefits of more vide-
spread adoption of jointly developed snd produced equipment.*

When Zeneral Steinhoff, the last chairman of the MC, warned the DPC
that it wvas by nr means certain that the slliance wou'd meet the chal-
lenge of the AD=70 program, he too poin:ed ovt thai!

The problem is compounded by the fact that, in some vays, we
are not making the best use of our availakle resources. This
raises tvo main 1{ssues of interdepenience; the first is, I
would be the first to adnit, probably not capable of early
realization in other than specialized areas; and this is the
idea of rationalization of {orces between nations. By that I
msan thac the day is fast appruaching vhen there must be scme
more rational allocation of defence tasks as between the vari-
ous nations.

The other, of course, is the whole area of standardiza-
tion == and this brings me to my second main point. I use the
word standardization to esbrace the whole gamut of aquipmunt
collaboration, from Research and Development to production:
and covering a number of different options from complete identi-
ty to mere compatibility. Creat efforts have besn made in the
past: dbut I think you would agree vith me thst much more could
have bee.: achieved in terms of collaiorated hardware.**

(U) Or, as Senator Nunn noted in a recent report on the conven-
tional balance: "Overall, we have a strong deterrent in Europe, but &
poor defense posture if detarrence fails. Our goal should be te

streagthen our defense capabilities without weakening our dctornnt."“

He listed several reasons vhy, despite roughly equal resources, NATO's
defense posture is somsvi.at inferior, e.g., "the diversity and differ-
ences of equipment and operations smong NATO forces weakens their

~(U) Excerpt from "NATO Final Communiqués, 1949-1970," p. 233,
para. 19.
"(U) Verbatim Record of May 1972 DPC Ministerial Meeting, p. 3
(Sacret).
“.(U) Report of Senator Sam Nuwn to Senate Committee on Armed
Services, 23rd Congress, 2d Session, 2 April 1774 on "Policy, Trocps,
and the NATO Alldance,” p. 6.
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overall power and abili’y to work togecther,” and "tae failuce of the
alliance to rocrdinate support and logistics leads to a waating of
NATO resourc.s aud a wenkening of conventional capahlllty.".

(U) Bur give.. NATO's spotty past record, what hope can there be
that the alliance can now surmount the deep-seated obstacles to more
efficient collective defense that it has failed to overcome over the
last 25 years? There is no easy answer. There is, however, both a
threat ard an opportunity which may prove the needed catalyst. It is
the ycowing defernse resource bind. This means in simplest terms that
either NATO must find a mors cost-effective d2fense posture or the
viability of the alliance may be compromised.

D._ RATIONALIZATION AS THE ANSWER TO_NATO'S RESOURCE DILEMMA

(U) Thus rationalization is an approach vhose time has come.
The advent of nuclear parity, the stauilizing of the strategic nuclear
balancc, and prospective multilateral (and/or unilateral) force cuts
all dictate s costly revamping of NATO's posture. Moreover, if NATO,
despite its enormous rcsource invest-sat, probably cannot even defend
itself effectively as a rolleztion of separate national forces without
the joint logistics, joint communications and compatibility to deploy
flextbly, then something must be dome. But correcting NATO's deficien-
cies and modurnizing its forces in ths traditional manner would surely
involys enormous def:use budget increases, which ‘are simply not in
sight. So how do we resolve tle looming dilemma created by these
pressing NATO needs versus the increasingly dinding constrainte un de-
fense resource availabilities discussed at the outset of this paper?

(U) We are convinced that large-scale rationalization could pro-
vide the means to achieve the necessary defense/detcrrent posture vhile
still living within severe resource constraints. Indeed, vationaliza-
tion of NATO's posture to put first things first and exploit the cost-
saving potential of a more collective defense may be the only viable

snswer. 1t may be the only way to free sufficient recources for essen-
tial modernizstion to maintain deterrent credibility vis-d-vis the
modernization of the WP. Its poteatial is the subject of our study.

‘) 1., p. 8.
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(U) Ratfonalization would a'iso serve two other {mportant pu.-
poses. First, it may be indispensable to allowing NATO to absord
mutugl or unilateral force reductions with mininum damage to its
residual posture. This was the themm of our last uport.. Second,
the balance-of-payments problems crrated by the riie in rav miterials
prices, especially oil, may again raise the painful ..nd divisive issue
of compensating the U.S. and U.K. for any balance-of-paymnents d=ficite
on military account. 1If wo, rationalization offers ways of reducing
U.8./U.K. dbalance-of-payments coits vithout necescarily raising allied {
costs, especlally {f mobilizable allied civil assets could be substi-
tuted for existing support for:es.

1. Rationslization Should Ba Broadly and Flexibly Defined
(U) BMut what {s rationalization anyvay? As developed in this

report, it is & concept, and a technique, and a program. Conceptually,

it {s worth defining as broadly as possible to permit including under

its rubric any sensible (or ratiomal) approach to achieving greater over-

all effectivensss at no greater (or less) overall cost. In ite pioneer-

ing study OSD/PAGE defined it as: e

Any acticn that makes a more efficient use of the defense

resources of the NATO na%ions, including greater coopera-

tion, consolidation, specislization and reassignment o?f

national defense resources to higher priority NATO needs,
vtt:wut.gtmln; the tota’ defense funding »f the membar

states. .

Secretary Schlesinger aptly defined it as "siwply producing more defense
capability vich given ruoureu.".“ In effect rationalization is seek-
ing the best means of cutting the coat to fit tha cloth.

.(u) lll'ﬂ l‘lzn. 0’. c‘t-

**(U) NATO Rationalizat:om Potential, OSD/PASE, 31 May 1974 (Secret).
The authors particijated in the prepa~ation of th.s study.

“.(U) SecDef Sta‘eumeut to Juns 1974 DPC, para. 15 (Secret).
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(V) Viewed in this vay, rationalizatjon f.exibly encompasses --
but ¢ nct oomfined to -= such subsidiary concegls as atandardization,
spacialization, harmonization, compatibility, and !nteroperability.

It avoids the pitfalls of too narrov a definition, whirh can ve seen in
the many allied reservations about the Dutcn concept of wpecialization.
The Dut.:h proposals for specialization (see pp. 23-24) have been inter-
preted Ly other allies as a mmans of evading defense commitments, or
even as a Dutch atteapc to get out of the nuclear businese. These res-
etvations, thaugh vigorously denied by the Dutch, have cast a pall on
the Dutel. {nitiative. We think NATO got nff on the wrcng foot by tend-
ing to regard rationalization as mesaing primarily rnpecialization by
one country or one service in providing certain functions *o other
allies. Similarly we feel that by becoming hooked too early on stan-
dardization == probably the hardest of all to achiieve =- NATO has
tended to neglect 2ssiar ruads such as harmonizetion. campatability,
and i{nteroperability, which would in themselves have led Inexoradly

to greater standard'sation in the end (see Chapter VIV,

(U) The rationalization coacept also can ercompass weasures under-
takea on a NATO-wide, multicountry, bilateral, or even pureiy national
bLasis, such as gettiig more for the money from existing national forces.
The FRG force restructuring prograa (see pp. 22-23) is « major case {ia
point. Indeed, one s~jor virtue of rationalization is that == unlike
standardization or otiwer multinacional meagsures -- much of i: can be
undertaken by individusl allies, thus avoiding the painful obstacles
NATO has confronted in multinational programs.

(U) Nor need raticnalization be confined to ~;uipping and con-
figuring forces, or consiruction and logistic programs. It can also
cover plamning, doctrine, tactice, and above all setting vational pricri-
ties. And it encompasses institutional changes in NATO's structure to
organise collective defense more sensibly (eee Chapter VII).

(U) In sum, one of the great alvantages of the rationalization
concept is its flexibility. It can encompass the wvhole range of mea-
sures NATO might taks to generste ah optimum defense posture at accept-
able cost. Thus, we strongly urge that NATO adopt a broad conccption
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of rationalisation to perrit axploring the widest poessille ranje of
sensible defenge measures. The dangers in defining it too narrowly
are amply evident and would lead to neglecting productive avenues of
approach.

2. _The NATO Allies Are Already Interdependent Anyway, So Why Not Take
the Next Step?

(U) Ve are constantly surprised that the NATU allies seem to take
80 little cognizanca of the obvious fact that, for the most part, they
are already highly dependent on each other for any effective defenss
against the threat against vhich most of them posture. Indeed, this s
wvhy NATO was created inm the first place, though it has never carried
the logic of collective defense very far. True, the Suropean allies
have long since recognized their dependence or U.S. nuclear power, and
prlanned accordingly.

(S) But the fact of the matter is that all alliee (the U.S. in-
cluded) are also dependent on each other for comventional defense as
vell. It goss without saying that no single Europesn ally could defend
itself against WP attack without massive help from its allies. DNor
could the U.S. defend Western Europe unilaterally, and its loss would be
a crippling blow. This is why Secretary Schlesinger says that: "Ration-
alisation vill acknowledge, more than create, mtcrdcpcndonco.". The
latter is & fact of 1ife. But failure to acknowledge it more fully may
wvell condem: NATO to increasing iapotence at a time of severe resourcs
coastraints.

3. _On the Other Hend, Rationalization Does Not Necessarily Mean

Integration
(U) while the logic of interdependence clearly suggests s truly

integrated common defense posture as ‘he ultimste solution, the politi-
cal obstacles make this academic in the main. The strength of Zuropean

.(U) S2¢cDef Statement to June 1974 DPC, para. 19 (Secrat).
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nationalise makes revival of achemes like the EDC politically unreslis-
tic at this time. It 1is equally hard to envisage the U.S. and Canads
subserging their independent defenssa establishments in & NATO entfity,

A virtue of raticnalization is that {t does not call for the politically
unachievable but {s more a halfway houss. While some greater integra-
tion . De not only militarily desirable but politically feasible
(e.g., 8 common air defense warning and control system =- see Chapter
111, or a common AMCENT LOC == gee Chapter V), rationalization in gen-
eral would envisage mostly mors sodest stupe, often on a purely national
basis. Experience suggests that NATO must learn to crawl defore it
learns to walk.

4. Nor Does Rationulization Have to Be NATO-Wide

(U) Our view of rationalization as a flexible instrument also
avoids such issues as Atlantic-versus-Europesn approaches, the center
versus the flanks, or the olne mich attitudes of allies like France or
currently GCresce. Yor example, vhere a EUROGROUP apprvach seems more
11ksly to be productive than operating through the NATO mschinery, the
former should be pursued. As we understand it, this is U.S. policy
(though v sometimes wonder). Sisilerly, we think that sany rational-
izing measures can be more profitadbly confined initislly to the Center
Region (om which our study concentrates), rather than expanded to en-
compasse the often quite differant problems of the flanks. In yet other
cases, two or three countries or services might profitably get together
(as in various production consortis).

(U) To take another exsmple, the rstionaliszation concept might
usefully be employed to béing France closer to the alliance again in
those informal ways that probably represent the liaits of the possitle.
We understand the srguments for making France pay s price for its #ith-
dravel, lest others follov her example. But it 1is equslly plain that
France's contribution is highly relevant to uinimizing the cnets of
effective common defense. Somshovw this dilesma must be resolved, and
ve suggest various measures in cf:»u: V11I.
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3. Last but Not Least, the Nucessary Resources Are Avaflable If NATO

Only Uses Them Wisely

(U) 1f defense budgets in real terms remain no grecater than at
present, or even decrease, could NATO nonetheless free enough rescurces
out of its own hide hoth to remedy present deficiencies and permi’ ade-
quate msodernization? This is a crucisl question, to which there are no
easy snsvers, (dviously, such would depend on the extent of any cuts
and on the degree uvf rutionalization that proved feasi' ‘e tn practice.

(S) Wt as ve stressed earlier, NATO's defense outlaye are cimsula-
tively impressive, and likely to remain so even after cuts. After all,
GPF budgets totalled over $5) billion in 1974 (including only that jor-
tion of the U.S. budget == $18 billion -~ for NATO=committed forces).
In a preliainary study that looked only at a modest nusber of specific
rationaliszation options, OSD/PALE estimated that some $5.6 bi.lion
could be saved and shifted into priority isprovements in the Center
Region dono..

(U) Though objections are raised that many tradeofis would entsil
saiving up assets that already repregent sunk costs, e.j., naval vessesls,
the point is that these are sunk costs. So vhy keep throwing good money
after bad? Moreover, the great bulk of all allied defense budgets goes
not for investment or equipment, but for manpower (some 56 percent of
our DOD budget and 67 percent of the Army's) plus O4M. These outlays
are largely fungible, and are vhere the greatest resource shifts are
possitle.

(U) Another way of ascessing the resources availalle for ration-
alization is to compare NATO-committed versus national forces. Every
ally (even the FRG with its border police) maintains sizable national
forces often of marginal ucility. Revemping many of tlese to assist in
NATO defense could do much to overcoms NATO's deficiencies at low cost.

(U) MNATO's 14 ssparate national overheads, in most cases for three
or even four ssparate national services, are another source of cost
savings. So too are all the separate training bases. Outdated force

N
(U) NATO Raticnallsation Potential, op. cit. (Secret).
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structures that u~e scar:e active aanpower wvastefully offer yet other
opportunities for savings. Cven the cusulative existing costs of all
these national outlays have never yet been calculated. llence a useful
first step for NATO would be simply to assemble these figures., We
think they would be revealing.

(U) Lastly, the probablc costs to NATU of fallure to rationalize
are suggestive of what might be accomplished. Callaghan estimates,
aduit*edly crudely, that NATO {s vasting over 311 billion per annua
by failing to reap the fuil benefits of common R&D, joint procurement,
and common ouppott.. We cited on p. 3, General Goodpaster's estimate
to the CNAD that "we are losing at least )0 percent and in some areas
30 perceat of our capability due to lack of standardization.”

(U) All in all, it is hard to avoid the conclusion that enormous
possibilities are opensed up by rationalization == {f NATO has the will
to bite the bullat -- without subatantial added budget costs. The
choices involved in resource transiers would de painful and certain
calculated risks would be involved. LCut the real issue is wvhether NATO
can sfford not to bite these bullets. 1Is there any other visble alter-
native if NATO wants to preserve a credible defense?

E. NATO RATIONALIZATION ALREADY HAS ITS SECOND WIND

(U) As mentioned earlier, we are not suggesting anything particu-
larly nev. One form or another of what might be termed rationalizing
seasures have been a recurrent feature of the NATO scene. But several
recent developmsnts embolden us to think that it is decoming a major
concern: (1) the 1975-1980 FRG force-restructuring program; (2) the
Dutch specialization initiative; (3) U.S. urging of rationalizstion as
vell, and such U.S. msasures as the Nunn Amendmant conversions to testh
from tail; (4) the creatiom of Allied Air Force Central Europc (AAFCE)
a8 & mjor step towvard rationalizing the Center Region air posture; (3)
the rationalisation studies being undertaken under the aegis of the
Executive Working Group (EWG) of the DRC ia Brutsels; and (6) ths recent

.(U) Callaghan, op. cit., pp. 22-36. He regards hia estimate as
conservative and probably grossly understated.
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British detense review, wvhich largely resulted {n cutting forces de-
voted to other missfons in order to maintain an effective U.K., contri-
bution to the NATO Center Region.

1.__The FRC Force-Restructuring Exercise

(U) In our viev this is pe~haps the most striking nev development
in NATO over the last several years. It is a remarkable exampie of far-
sighted rationalization on a purely nationsl basis. The genesis of this
program lay in the FRG's realization of precisely the dilemma wve have
cited as confronting all of NATO -- that rising manpower and operaticg
costs were progressively eating up its defense budget, leaving less «nd
less for essential investment and modernization. The FRG's solution
vas to convens a high-level blue-ribbon panel, vhich concluded in 1972
that, given rising equipmen: and sanpowsr costs, only by restructuring
the Bundeswvehr could the felt nesd to allocate at least 30 percent of
the defense budget for modernization be reconciled with maintenance of
the FRG's comitments to NATO. The solution proposed was to save 30,000
active manpowver spaces by putting 12 of the Bundeswehr's 36 proposed
brigades on cadre status, to be fleshed out rapidly when needed from a
nev J0,000-man special ready reserve of recent conocrtnn..

(3) Howaver, ths FRG Ministry of Defense (MOD), having decided
that keeping all 16 brigades active vas vital, came up with an even
better alternative. It did so by pruning the active army (and to a
lesser extent the air force and navy) of all personnel not deemed sosen-
tial on M-Day, a solution that still peraits converting 30,000 active
personnel into the nev reserve. Going & big step further, the MOD is
also rvestructuring the Bundeswehr between nov and 1980 to optimize {t
for halting an srmor-heavy WP blitzkrieg. Most unit strengths are being
stresalined, more units are being created, and armor and AT weapons will
be sharply incressed {see Chapter II). This FRC program is such a
notable example of vhat can be dons while holding down costs as to be in
general a valid model for other NATO allies. Ve use it as such in gub-

sequent chapters.

.(U) The Force Structure in the FRG, Anglysis and Optioms,
19721973, Report of the Foice Structure Commission of the EWG, Bonn,
1,72. ”' 26'32.
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e+  The Dutch Specinlization Inftiative
(S) 1In June 1973 the aev Dutch government made an imaginative pro-

posal that NATO systematically study hov to achieve greater defense
efficiency via greater specilalization among Center Region allies. In
their view, the smaller allies in particular could not be expected to
msintain balanced forces, especially at rising costa, though they have
dnggedly insisted that their goal is not to redure contrihutions to
MTO.' The tesulting preliminary etudy of the possibilitien of speciul-
{zation 1aid on by the DPC was not very productive, but the Dutch have
continued to press the need for more rational use of NATO's collective
defense outlays via specialization, ecc., along lines similar to those
we asrgue in this repnrt, For example, at the June 1974 DPC, Defense
Minfeter Vrudeling argued that “specislization of tasks and standardiza-
tion of equipment" are essential to "more effeccive use of limited avail-
able resourcos.” Unfortunately, the restructuring program proposed by
the Duteh for their own national forces {s fa. less acceptable to NATO
than that of the MRG, It contains serious flave. In particular, it
would reducs the ready contridution of the I Necherlands Corps to the
NATO shield delov acceptabdle limits. Other ailies have aleo seen in the
Dutch propossls an effort to shift soms defense burdens to other allies.
But however unsstisfactory the specifics, in principle the Dutch {nitia-
tive points in precisely the direction NATO as a vhole will have to taks.

3. U.S. Rationalization Initiativee

(S) Third among encouraging recent developments, the U.S. not only
enthusiastically endorsed the Dutch i{nitiative dut urged expanding it to
cover brosd-scale rationalisation of NATD's force posture as \nll.“
Secretary Schlesinger vigorously advocated rationalizing seasures in his
June 1974 DPC statement, as having potentially "a major payoff M 1he
U.S. has 1ed in proposing actual rationalisation end specialization (R/S)
options, and in suggesting a matrir spproach to show the cumulative costs

(U Ses, for example, USNATO 3028, 23 June 1973 (Confidentisl),
vhich gives the Dutch proposal, and USNATO 3416, 13 July 1973 (Secret).

“(U) The Dutch had included "rationalization" in their original
proposals, but their operative focus seemed to be mostly on speclslization.

***W) DPC-WR(74)U, Addendua, p. 13 (Secret).
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and savings to each ally from all measures proposed (see p. 30).. The
unique merit of this matrix is that it provides a basis for balancing
burdens on an overall rather than option-by-option basis, thus facili-
tating equitable sharing of any burdens. We think it vill prove {anvalu-
able to this end.

(U) The Nunn Asendmsent mandate to DOD to either withdraw 18,000
U.S. troops from Europe by end-FY 1976 or convert up to 18,000 snaces
from support to combat also ranks as a major rationalization measure,
4gain on a national basis. The U.S. plans chiefly to add two brigades
to USAREITR, to increase the peacetime strungth of other army combat
units, and to add further combut aircraft. This conversion to teeth
tnstead cf c..il will visibly increase the Center Region deterrent and
initial combat sirength.

4. __The NATO EVG Studles on Rationalization
(U) Prisarily as a result of the Dutch and U.S. initiatives,

rationslization and wpecialization have at least been foraally launched
a8 a joint NATO endeavor. In December 1973 the DPC laid on & series of
studies under the aegis of its Executive Working Group. Other allies
have also made suggestions and studies are under vay by a series of
EWG-sponsored working groups, though to date no concrete decisions have
been taken. After rationalizaction wvas again blessed by the DPC in
December 1974, the ZWC has sensibly decided to focus firat on such less
controversial areas as training, communications, and logistice.

3. _Ratfonalization of the Center Region Air Posture
(S) A fifth mjor encoursging development {s the NATIO program,

spurred Ly the U.S., to revamp ths Centar Region's tactical air posture
00 that it cen fully exploit the inharent flexibility of air power
against a WP biitzkrieg. It entails welding the six Center Region na-
tional air forces into a single air instrument responsive to s new

*
(U) The ficet matrixz and set of preliminary illustrative options

vas presented to the EWGC in March 1974. A revised and expanded version
entitled NATO Ratiorglization Potential was submitted in July 1974.

SECRET

i ) A e W v A B 1l 0 4 bt -




SECRET

25

centralized headquarters Allied Air Forces Central kegion (AAFCS),
capable of deploying national air contributions wvherever most needed
along the entire central front. We discuss this further in Chapter 'I1I,
and merely point to it here as a msjor step towvard sore rational utili-
gation of Center Region sir power. In fact, NATO's air forces have far
outstripped its ground and naval forces in moving toward rationalizatior.,

F. SUBSTANTIVE GUIDFLINES FOR RATICNALZATION

(U) 1In this section we attempt to deavelop some general principles
for exploiting the full potential of rationalization. They are naturally
quite tentative and by no means complete. We discuss them here only in

general terms and deal with more specific applications in subsequent
chapters. We are under 10 illusions that the 14 NATO allies could reach
e .rly political agreymsnt on c-y such far-reaching set of guidelines.
Nonetheless ve are convinced that, implicitly or explicitly, NATO will
have to move in these directions if it is to do more with less.

(U) 1. NATO must frankly acknovledge that it confrontes a growing
resource bind amnl concentrate on first things first. while it is aslvays
tempting to exhort laggard allies to increase defense spending, and
vhile formulas proposing that a fixed level of GNP be devoted to defense
help serve this purpose, realistic NATO planning must be at lecast tacitly
based on the assumption that real resource inputs will probably decline
while manpower and modernization costs will continue to rise (see pp. 1-)).
Only 4f NATO faces up squacte!y to this prospect will priorities be
tightened and the best use be made of the impressive resources that would
still te available,

(U) 2. NATO must reach better ugreement om what posture ite strit-
egy implice. 1t has the basis for a common strategy -- and a& good ont. ==
in MC 14/3. But agreement was unly raached by fuzzing over several kay
aspects of vhat it really means. VFor example, everyone agrees that flex-
ible responoe neans an initisl conventional defense, but the allies iiffer
videly on how long or hov stulvart it should be. Similarly, forvard de-
fense obviously means a different thing to the FRG than to some other
allfies vho are clearly not posturing to defend well forvard. Ambijuity
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has {ts uses in deterrence, but it is the enemy of sensible planning
and prograsmming. If the FRG is really serious about forward defense,
it would seem rational for it to make a greater effort to help other
allies (Benelux, U.K., U.S., and obviously France) strengthen their
M=Day forces in Cermary. Similarly, it is irrationsl for the U.S5. to
posture WRM for at least a 90-day effort wvhen most allies are not even
up to a J0-day level yet. It would be wiser to spread munitivns stocks
more videly to maks a comparable level available to all.

(U) 3. Om the principle cf first things first, top priority must
be given to tnitial ground/air defense against a WP blitakrieg. 1f
budget add-ons cannot be counted upon, then the NATO sllies can no
luager afford to disperse resourres over too wide a ange »f capabili-
ties. Instead they must be redirected into meeting highert priority
needs. To us, this is eimple cormon sense. The best detarreant is obvi-
ously one that convinces the chief potential enemy that lie cannot achieve
a8 quick decisive victory in the crucial thutor.. Morecver it is not
necessary to debate posturing for short versus longeor war. Unless NATO
can hold in the short run, posturing in Europe for sustained conflict
becomes acadeaic. Thus s high-confidence initial defense pusture is
not only the best deterreat but indispensable to buy :he time to posture
against & longer war. This means in practice highest. NATO priority to
halting well forward the armor-heavy dlitskriag for vhich the WP 1s so
obviously postured. Given the NATO deficiencies pruviously discussed,
this entails sufficient armored and antiarmored forces and a strong
tactical air posture. As ve guggest later in this report, it may be
necessary to shist resources from other purposes such as protecting the
SLOC or rear areas (see Chapters 1I-1V),

.(U) What is not so videly grasped is that this alvo helps detar
lesee actions, e.g., sgainst the flanks. We are at a loss to under-
stand the fatal fascination of many analysts with limited WP initistives
on the flanks or in Berlin (or the motorious Hamburg land grad). Ad-
mittedly, these might be milicarily feasible, dut their political impact
would be an unaistakabdle varning to NATO. Unless quickly followed up
they wuld oaly lead NATO to rearm and mobilize, making ultimate WP suc-
cess even more problemstical. Thus a sinor land grab could forestall a
|aj-t one.
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(U) &. On the same principle of first thinga firat, mrgina! c»
low pricrity mational forevo or cverheal muat be ruthleosly prued to
free rasourcee to meet higher pricrity needs. 1f NATO must both meet
existing deficiencies and modernize out of its own hide, then reso.rce
shifte are essential. Lcwer priority outlays must be pruned to free
vesources for tradeoff into meeting higher priority needs. We suggest
in various following chapters numerous exsmples of hov this might be
done,

(U) S. Restructuring and streamlining of NATO fowces is essential
to reduce wvherever possible the use of increasingly co8tly active man-
poser. To free sufficient regources for modernization, manpover and O&M
coets mist de held down. The solution is rigorcusly to strednline
active forces and their support and overhead -~ the solution adopted by
the FRG. The allies ~- the U.S. included == cannot afford to regard
exjsting T/0Os or support ratios as sacrosanct unless they want to end up
spending all their money on maintaining existing forces at the expense
of modernization. Thus wve see force restructuring as a vitally needed
rationalization measurs, and suggest numsrous applications in chapters
1-v."

(U) 6. A "hi-lo” miz of ready forces and quickly mobilizable
trained reserve formations is ¢ssential to meet NATO needs. Given high
manpover costs, NATO cannot mwet its needs entirely with expensive active
forces. Creater relisuce on reserves is the only rational vay to meet
MATO force requirements at acceptable cost. But to be optimslly effective
such reserves must be well trained and quickly mobilizable -- vhich im-
plies (a) active duty cadres; (b) more extensive training; (c) adequate
equipment f£111; and (d) affiliation with active wnits in sowe cases (see
chapters 11 and III).

(U) 7. Tha NATO allies must shift from balanced national forces
twiard a ooncept of balanced colleotive foross. "Going it alone” must be
iacreasingly replaced by a pertnership approach if optisum use of con-
strained defense resources is to be achieved, While this will only

(U) See also our previous report, R-1231, an Restructuring NATO
Porces to Compensate for MBFR, op. cit.
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acknovledge existing interdependence, it is indispensable to a credible
deterrent /defense posture at acceptable cost -- and to the flexible em~
ployment of e¢xisting forces vital to this end. The next five guidelin:s
spell out more precisely wha: 1s needed.

(U) 8. N:10's air asscte, especially in the Cionter Region, muat
be pulied together via centralisdd command, ocontrs?, and corrunications
(&) to take Juii advantage of the inherent flexibility of airpower. As
previously mentioned, several steps to this cnd are under way, but s lot
more needs to be done (see Chapter 1I1).

(V) 9. Imtercpersdility and corpatibility of foreee and coctrine,
plus standerdization to the extemt feasible, muast Le stressed. Past er-
perience shows that the ultimate goal of standardization == however de-
sirable -- will be very difficult to achieve in many cases. Where this
is so, it should de approached !ncrementally via stress on such lesser
seasures as interoperability uad compatibility between national forces
and equipment {sse chapters 11, IV, and V1).

(S) 10. Consolidation of training, procurement, maintmance, and
other programs should be stresved. This coula produce significant
savings and, equally important, enhance compatibility and even standardi-
sation over time. For example, 0SD/PALL estimstes that coasolidating
basic jet and “elicopter pilot training in the U.S. could save roughly
$500 million over five ycnu.. We suggest options in just about every
subsequant chapter.

(V) 11. The pernicious dov'rine that logistice ie a national
responetdility must be progressively superseded by common logistice
approach:s. Again, this would produce sizable savings over time, but
even more important would be its contridbution to the flexible employment
of NATO forces. Above all a common Center Region LOC is indispensable
to permit flexible employment of available forces, especially optimus use
of U.S. reinforcement (see Chapter V).

(U) 12. Commmiocations too could profitably be rationaliaed. This
ests up a surprisingly large fraction of NMATO resourcea, probably wvell
over $4 billion {n the next five years. Significant savings could result
fron comhining features of nstional systems into an integrated nontactical

.(U) NATO Rationalisation Potent<al, op. c¢'t., p. 6, and Annex B=2.
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NATO communicatiors |ysten.. Tactical communications must be made com-
patible to permit national forces to function effectively together (see
Chapter VIIL).

(U) 13. Llastly, NATO =ict rationalice tto institutinial structure
to redwe preliferation ad jtve NATO organa more clout. While some
savires might be possidble, the primary goal here would be to et.engthen
the msultinational MATO organs viz-i1-vis national authoriti{es in order to
facilitate rationalization. Above all, better machinery to develop and
follov through on tough-minded priorities is hz2d1lv needed (s2e Chapter
vil).

G. MARING RATIONALIZATION WORK IN PRACTICE

(U) Defining cationalization and suggesting geueralized guidelines
is relatively vasy. What 1s more difficult is to make it work ia prac-
tice, via a cumbersome lé-nation dureaucricy like the NATO structure,
which suffers from having all too little clout with the 14 nations in-
volval., In effect, NATO is eimply not {nstitutionally gcared to deal
vith bdioad-scale rationalization. Its own past frustration in attempt-
ing to sgree on collective defense neasures amply indicstus the diffi-
culties involved.

(U) The big risk is that, hovever desirable rationalization may
saen, it will not achieve the necessary sustained momernum over time
needed to achieve its full poteatial. For one thing, rationalization {e
aot s short-tern approach that can te laid on once and for all and then
forgotten. 1t is rather a continuing process of interaction. Little
would be accomplished 1if 1t turned out to be esscntislly s one-shot
operation, yielding a few concrets initiatives but then running out cf
stean, as has happened often in NATO. A related risk is that of
suboptiaization -~ g series of halfvay measurss that convey the {a-
preseion of progress but don't in fact add up to enough to make the
effort wvorthwhile.

(U) xb‘dc. P ‘. and Annex B-1.
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(U) But past NATO erperience is aloo suggestive of ways to mini-
mize these risks that rationalization won't be given a fair try: (a)
sustained high~level lesdership to prevent {t from degenerating into a
routine bureaucratic exercise; (b) viable machinery for the purpose;
(c) procedures that help keep focus on priorities and show both the
cost /benefit tradioffs and how coets can be equitably shared; and (d)
tecimiques for forcing FATO to think parincrship, such as common funding
nechanisns., We discuss some of these below.

1. Focus Must Be Kept on Rationalization as a Whole via a Matrix Approach

(U) The Atcnputlou must be resisted to let various rationalizacion
ssagiures be treated only on their individual merits in relevant expert
bodies. Their expertise is important, but to have real impact, ration-
alization must be spproached on a broad scale that will permit offsetting
incressed costs and benefits in some cases against decreased costs in
others. '

(U) The U.S. proposal for comstruction of a matrir or scoveboard
on vhich each natlon's gains or losses can be balanced out on the bottom
1ine 1s indispensadble to this end. Painful as it is to construct such a
matrix, vith the interminable controversy over cost and other dats {t
will entail, the effort is emphatically vorth *he candle. To construct
and keep current a valid matrix, howvever, will require more and better
data than presently available to NATO, especially on costs (see p. 33
below).

(U) The other great advautage nf the matrix {s that it permits
doing vhat has never been done before in NATO -- matching auvinge
againat offsetting force improvements to show how much could be achieved
at equal overall cost." Thus it 1s not a device fo. cutting costr, but
rather one for showing how to finance modernization via trvadeoffs (see
below).

'(U) In its partial preliminary study of NATO Rationaliaatior
Potential, op. cit., OSD/PALE identified potential resource transfers
totalling over $5.6 billionm.
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2. Consistent High-lLevel Focus Is Needed

(U) It s almost axiomatic in NATO that nothing ge¢ts done on an
alliance basis unless it is pushed and blessed from the top. NATO's
coalition nature {s such that ite civil and military buieaucracy nas

power only to plan, study, and exhort, not to decide. Collective de-
cisions at ministerial level are almust invariably required un any
matter or substance, even if quite minor. Hence rationalizatioan must
become more or less a fixed itea on every ministerial agenda, if its
potential {» to be realized.

(U) Suitable high-level machinery for this purpose is also essen-
tisl. Experience suggests that if rationalization gets bogged down in
the interainable procedures of the cumbersome NATO and national bureau-
cracies, and is thus inevitubly Iragmented, lictle will be dore. Hence
having the Executive Working Croup of the DRC as the overall monitor
(as alen on hasic issues) was s sound beginning, and must be continued.
The worst outcome would be if issues were dealt with exclusively {n ex-
pert panels and subgroups, and aever pulled together at a higher level
wisre tradeoffs betwe.a thewm could be considered in an overall satrix.

3. Trade-offs Must Be Mads Explicit
(U) Given the cevere resource constraints thet dictate rationali-

sation, essential force improvements sust be paid for out of NATL's
owva hide. This means that trade-offs, either within natioual bidgets or
on & multinational bzseis, is the name of the game. We follow our own
prescription by offering some explicit trade-off options in the succeed-
ing chapters. Bu: such trade-offs, which are hard enough to achieve
vithin one count.y's defense budget, vill be do-.i'y difficult between
sovereign alliance msmbers. Here is ar added powerful reason for high-
levsl focus and machinery to preveut trade-o‘  .ptions from being buried
1 the bureaucracy, or rejected on narrow ,rounds. But some machinery
must be crasted to maks FATO commenders and national authorities con-
sider and face up to explicit trade-cif choices.

(U) The matrix approach will be indispensable here. Annsther de-
vice to compel trading off the cost of maintainiag existing forces versus
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needed finvestment would be the adoption as a NATO-wide guideline of the
FRC plan to reserve 10 percent of its defense budget for investment.
Our point {s not that 30 percent is necessarily the right figure, but
rather that if the NATO Ministers agreed on some percentage goal of
this sort (averaged over a five-vear perivd), it would help to induce
countries to rarionalize their existing force posture in order to free
resources to meet in-e:tment goals. It had precisely this effect tn
the FRC case.

4. Means Must Be Devised to Compsl Fncus Strictly on Priorities

(U) But tradeoffs must be assessed against some set of priority
objectives 1f NATO must do more with less. Failure to exert sufficient
pressure for doing first things firet has been one of the NATO bureau-

cracy's greatest wveaknesses. In Chapter VIII we urge strengthening the
clout of NATO's central organs vis-d-vis nationai staffs. Prioricty
issues too can only be sattled at the higheut level, another reason why
rationalization needs top-level sponsorship. Thus we see great merit in
the current U.S. proposal for institutionalizing the priority process

by making ministerial guidance for biennial force plananing contain
specific priority guidelines.

(S) NATO's military authoritiss also must bite the bullet in ad-
vising on priorities, even vhere these conflict with naticnal prefer-
ences. As mantioned earlier, they have been quite reluctant to do so.
We suggest that the MC and MNCs be required to modify their present
system vhereby so many force proposals are accorded high priority that
it rob. the process of much meaning. First priority items sust aset
two criteria -~ they must both have a high payoff and be feasible in
budget and other terms. Too oftea the latter criterion is ignored.
Another device, though rather arbi.rary, might be for the Ministers to
insist thet no wore thaa 25 percent (in terms of cost) bde labelled first
priority. And if an ally liks the Netherlands is determined to cut its
forces, SACEUR must be prepared to advise it wvhat should be cur first
and vhat last (a notable omission from SHAPE's comments on the recent
dutch proposals).
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S. NATO Machinery Is Needed to Providc Adequate Costing Data

(U) It will swimply not be possible to develop tradeoffs, construct
a valid matrix, assess rosponsiveness to priorities, and take sensible
ra*ionalizstion decisfons without better cost data than are now avail-
able to NATO. As wve acknowledge in the Preface, thir is a serious defi-
cfuncy in our own study. its lack has been a far more serious impedi-
ment to NATO planning of more cost-effective postures for many years.

At U.S. urging, NATO vegan during ths 1960s to gather a data dase and
construct cost models, particularly at the SHAPE Technical Center (STC).
In 1967 a requirement vas laid down for annual cost reports (PESRs).

But the U.S. among cthers soon found this a nuisance, and about the only
sultilateral costing capability now extant {n NATO is a handful of
harassed bureaucrats on the Internationsl Staff (IS) and a few costess
at STC, wvho were able, for example, only to cost crudely some 60 percent
of SHAPE's 600 1973-1978 force proposals and vhose capabilities since
then have reportedly diminished as a result of budget cuts.

(U) Ve sust face the fact that rationalization simply cannot be
carried out unless an agreed data base and costing machinery 1s developed.
Othervise proposed measures and tradeoftc will bog down in interminable
bickering over comparative costs involved. Thus 1if NATO is serious «bout
rationalization, urgent steps are needed to set up and staff properly a
NATO costing facilizy. Since proposals to increase the NATO staff budget
aivays have tough political sledding, we suggest that the STC ftself be
placed directly under the IS (though it would also remain available for
SHAPE wvork), and that its costing component de incraased.

6. Cosmon Funding 1s s Highly Useful Device to Promote Joint Programs
(U) Almost iavariably s critical issue in joint NATO programs is

how they should be funded and what share each participant should bear.
In the case of purely national R/S messures, this is no problem, while
in soms other cases separate bilateral or trilateral deals will suffice.
But 4f sultinational rationalization programs are to work in practice,
soms common funding and/or cost-sharing mschanisas are essential. Ve
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suggest a quite pragmatic approach to this problem. Some R/S projects
aight qualify for {nclusion under the NATO Infrastructure Program, in
which case a funding and cost-sharing arrangement already exists. More-
over, the definitlon of eligible infrastructure projects might be
broadeisad to permit including more R/S projects. Since many of the
measures we propose apply only to the Center Region, it might be desir-
able to set up a separate Center Region fund for certain categories of
common-user programs, perhaps shared proportionally to each ally's pres-
ent percentage infrastructure contributiun. Tim Stanley's concept of a
NATO Common Fund could be adapted to support u/s.' In the defense R&D
and procurement field, another provocative study has suggested a North
Atlantic Common Defense Market and agreed goals for common defense pro-
curement (see Chapter VII).“ .

La but by No Means Least, the U.S. Must Put Its Money Where It
Mouth Is

(U) We pointed out earlier hov the U.S. 1is at one and the same time
the strongest advocate of collective defense in NATO and the worst offend-
er in terms of "go it alonc.” This has led to persistent allied susni-
cions that U.S. advocacy of rationalization and standardization is really
a technique for selling U.S. equipment and getting more burdensharing
from our allies. Thus, given the still dominant U.S. role in NATO, ration-
alization will work only if the U.S. puts its money where irs mouth is,
and validates its leadership inm concrete ways by engaging in multilateral
tradeoffs and buying European equipment if our allies buy American. We
suggest numerous uptions to this end in the chapters that follow. But
for chis to happen the U.S. services must get in the habit of thinking NATO,
and not unilaterally. The growing realisation that the U.S. can no longer
80 it alons in its contribution to defending Western Europe has not yet
permsated through all levels of command. It 4s still far from dominating
U'.S. planmaing for Europe. To bolster allied confidence in interdependence
and overcoms allied feelings of inadequacy vis-A-vis the WP, the U.S. has
& special responsibility to be a better partner to its allies.

2.

“(0) Callaghan, op. cit., pp. 36-49.
**(U) Callaghan, op. cit.
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II. RATIONALIZING NATO GROUND FORCES

(U) The deficiencies in NATO's conventlonal ground force posture
== gspecially in the Center Region — are prodbably the most seciuus in
NATO's ovv-all defense capabilities. This is not to imply that NATO's
air and naval posture is sctisfactory, merely t.at NATO seems even worse
off on the ground. Though NATO has Jelibaerately avoid.d over the years
assigning relative rankings to its veakn.sses, its own analyses, such as
AD=70G, amply suggest this conclusion.

(U) Such ground deficiencies were more %olerable when the alliance
could rely upon a predominantly nuclear strategy. But as we stressed
in Chapter I, NATO's 1967 adoption of the MC 14/) flexible response
strategy, and Soviet achievement of nuclear parity, have made strength-
ening NATO's conventional shield far mnre essentiil than before. Logi-
cally, these developments should have led to s corollary shift in pro-
gras priorities. However, it is hard to escape the conclueion that no
such major shift in real priorities took placs.

(S) Thus, rectifying the deficiencies in the Center Region ground
shield should receive highest priority in NATO == something they never
had beiors. This 1s not to deny that there have been many worthwhile
improvements in NATO's conventional ground posture. The point is rather
that these have heen incremsntal and relatively unstructured, without
a8 clear sense of overall NATO priorities. AD-70 was a partial step in
the right direction, but as the Chairman of the Military Committee
pointed out to the June 1974 DPC mesting, MATO is still far short of
vhere it should be in mesting the AD-70 palo.. Morsover, AD-70 vas a
“wish 11st" thet did wot impose tough choices among competing priority
demands or even address some of NATO's most serious ground/air defi-
etmuo." As a resull, ths allies have found it easier to fnllor
videly divergent paths, influeaced ae much by national/service doctrine
and parochialism as by NATO-spproveu guidelines (see Chapter I).

(U) DPC-VR(74)13, Part II, p. 33 (Secret).

**C) See R-1231, op. cit., pp. 27-29.
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(U) Anotas: factor dictating greater focus on remedying NATO's
sround force deficiencies {s that yrownd forces are the ones likely to
be hit hardecst ly my MBFR or unilateral cuta. This is implicit in
both the NATO and WP negotiating positions and in the sheer fact that
ground forces are the largest component of the forces in the geographic
avea Junder discussion. Since ground forces comprise two-thirds of
forward deployed U.S. manpover, they aleo are under the heaviest
Congressional pressure for reduction. Thus, 1f NATO's ground force
deficien=ies ure already its most serious, cospensatory meajures are
needed to ensure that MBFR does not degrade thes further to an unac-
ceptable degres.

(U) Nor s rectifying existing deficiencies the only problenm.
NATO's ground forces urgently neel modemization to keep up with im=
proving WP capabiiities. To name just a fuv items, second and third
generation AT sissiles and nev short-range sir-defense systems (SHORADS)
vill be very expensive, as vill improved comventional munitions. But
the high manpowver costs of NATO's ground forces, by nature manpower-
extansive, threaten to eat up resources needed for modernization. One
estimste is that simply maintaining the curreat U.S. Army force at
current budget levels would, in a few years, consuae the Army's entire
budget, leaving anthing for modernization. So something will have to
give.

A. CHIEP DEFICIENCIES IN NATO'S CURRENT GROUNT' POSTURE
(S) Before examining how raticnaliszation could help resolve the

_above prodlems, it is essential to define more specifically what NATO's
chief growd deficiencies are. What follows is our own synthesis of
AD=70, SACEUR's cosbat-effectiveness reports, and other NATO and U.S.
studies. JYar more extensive and detailed shopping lists of deficiencies
ate produced for the diennisl MATO force goal exercises, but as we
stressed {n Chapter I, their lack of clesr priority rankiung - and their
sheer nusber =-- act as a disincentive, rather than the reverse. Besides,
to correct them all would cost more than the NATO allies could reasonably
be expected to fund.
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1.__The Core of the Problem: NATO's Ground Forces Are Not Properly
Organized, Deployed, Equipped, and Trained for Defense Against
the Prize Threat =- An Armor-Heavy WP Blitzkrieg
(U) CGiven the risk of surprise attack, NATO muat find better ways

to delay arnd attrit Soviet armored spearheads until NATO can fully
mobilize. Tvo other keys to a successful defense are (a) a bhalancel
capability tc deferd {n depth on all key avenues of attack, and (b)
powerful, highly maneuverable counterattack forces to prevent successful
breakthroughs. Yet instead of being configured for this primarily de-
fenee miseion, wost NATO ground forces are still structured essentially

for offensive maneuver.

2. NATO Lacks Sufficteut Ground Combat Forces
for Forvard Defense in Depth

(U) Although overall NATO active manpower cospares quite favorably
with that of the WP (even in the Center Region, including France), it
fields far fewer ﬁjor combat wnits of 'he sort needed to cope with the
WP threat. Since NATO must grant the WP the {i.itiative as to time, place,
and wvaight of attack, this condemns NATO to & thin linear defense without
sufficient depth to contain penatrations without permitting breakthroughs.
Moreover, NATO's politically mandatory forward strategy militates against
trading too mucl. space for time -~ and there is not much space to trade
in any case without losing most of the FRG.

(S) The Belgian and Netherlands corps sectors are generally regarded
as the weakest, and NATO military authorities often cite their weaknesses
48 an invitation to the WP to mount its main weight of attack sgainst
these sectors of the NORTHAC front. Forward-based Dutch forces of less
than two brigades nusber only 4490; wvhile the I Balgian Corps in the
FRG 1s somsvhat larger, two brigades are soon to be withdrawn. Both are
notably veak in heavy AT weapons. In all, no less than 1) allied bri-
gades in NORTHAG are stationed a considerable distance behind their GDP
positions, and NATO military authorities question vhether many of them
could deploy forvard in time to meet a quick WP thrust.
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3. NATO Lacks Flexibility to Shift Forcea to Meet
the Main Weight of WP Attack
(U) Besides, Center iegion ground forces are deployed in a "layer

cake" of national corps sectors, with only limited possibilities for
mutual reinforcement. This is because the forces in each national rorpe
sector have their own LOCs, their own weaponry, their own largely in-
cospatible comunications, and their own tactics und procedures, which
tend to confine thea rather rigidly to operating in their own wocmrl..
In many respacts, their wveaponry and ammo are not interchangeable. In
effect, despite the superstructure of higher NATO headquarters, it would
seem that the various Center Region allies would have to fight their
own largely separate wars in their own sectors. This is why the current
CINCCENT vorrics lest he have no wartime mission. He can't easily rede-
ploy national forces outside their own sectors, and he has few reserves
to allot.

(U) We frankly doubt that NATO could actually fight effectively in
this menner. At present, it would be very difficult flexibly to redeploy
forces from one sector to another, or from CENTAG te NORTHAG, to meet a
developing threat. Thess are just the types of problems that NATO is
trying to meet on the air side by nev command arrangements and improved
C3. But relatively little has been done as yst to overcome the equally
ssrious ground force problem. Moreover, as pointed nut in Chapter I,
NATO's forcos are growing farther apart, not closer together. PFor ex-
asple, twelve NATO allies are developing 13 different types of antitank
missiles and studving yet eight mors.

4. NATO Lacks Sufficient Antiarmor Capsbility to Deal with WP Attack
(S) There is wide consensus within the alliance that this is a

critical deficiency. It has been highlighted in AD-70 and numerous

'(3) From north to south tieir frontages in NORTHAG are I Nether-
1.“. cot’. bl 55 ho. I FRCG Cotpl - ‘0 ho. I U.K. cor"’ - 33 ho.
I Belgien Corps == 35 ka. Then, in CENTAG are III FRG Corps =- 55 ka.,
v U.S8. Cot’l -= 60 ho. vIl U.S. Cotpl - 185 ho. and 11 FRG Cotp. -
190 km., on a total front of 695 km. AFNORTH must also defend about
100 ka. of frontage in the FRG.
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ather repurn.. Connideralle progresy has been made, espec ially over
the last fev years, In strengthening NATO tank and AT capasilities to
cope with this problem; for cxample, the FRG's force restructuring
(see pp. 61-62) in primarily addressed to ft. But serinu; gass remain,
particularly in the U.K., Dutch, and Belgtan sectors. NATO {s also
veak in {ts ability to slov down an armored advance with flexible
tactical barvier systems that would grcatly complicate the enemy's
problea.

3. There Are Too Fev Augmentation Forces and C.rrentlv Most Would

Arrive Too Late to Help Contain an Inftial WP Blitzkrieg Thruat

(U) This problem compounds those already cited. The Iaspector
General of the Bundeswehr recently called reserves "the weakest point
of NATO's silitary poltuu."“ However, tccause of concern over a quick
WP surprise attack before NATO could mobilize, the NATO military author-
ities have long laid primiry stress on ready M-Day forces, to the com-
parative nsglect of wll-trained, quickly mobilizable uurvn.". Such
reserves as do exist receive for the most part wholly {nadequate peace-
tims tntnial.* But given the escalating costs of active manpower, re-
serves may be the only solution NATO can afford to the need for more
troops for defense in depth, plus more flexibility to overcome the mal-
deployment and layer-cake problems.

(S) Most NATO fis)d commanders =-- even in NORTHAGC -- seem reason-
ably confident of their ability to contain the first vave of a Pact
sttack, given even s fev days' wvarning. However, they express grave con-
cern over their ability to kecp holding for more than a fiv days as WP

(U) Many NATO forces still have first generation ATGMs, ‘which
sust be "flown to ths target with a joystick."” These are s> muc: less
effective than second generation ATGMs as to raise tha question as to
vhether expensive active manpower should be wasted on thea.

*%(U) American Esbassy Bona Dispatch, A-93, 2/19/74, p. 2 (Sceret).

*4%U) see Rand R-1231, pp. 29, 32, 75, 237, and 271 for discussion

of this prodles.

’(8) Por an excellent analysis of Center Region army reserve estab-
1ishments, see Colonel Neil Creighton, "Mobilization of NATO Ground Re-
serve Forces in Central Europe,” State Department Senior Seainsr Case
s‘\". 1973.
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pressure builds up: They simply lack sufficient additional ground
forces for this purpose. While the U.S. and France could provide nu-
merous augmentation divisions, French availability is uncertain, wvhile
currently, tany U.S. forces would be slow to arrive. Moreoser, given
the layer-caks problesm, it might be difficult to employ U.S. or French
forces in other naticnal sectnrs.

6, Most NATO Ground Forces Are Weak {n Field Force Air llefenue

(S) Most NATO allies appear Lo lack sufficient air defense gun
and missile units to cope adequately with an all-out WP a:r effort to
support an armored blitzkrieg. The 197) Arabelsrseli war shoved the
difficulty of providing close air support when confronted with an eneay
force having powerful air defenses. Again, it is dangerous to analyze
from FRC and U.S. Arsy holdings, because the other allies appear con-
sideradly weaskar in this area. This deficiency, too, vas highlighted
in the NATU's spring 1974 reviev of basic issues.

1. durficisut War Reserves Are Lacking

(S) Heve, aleo, the picture is extremely spotty. The U.S. pro-
grams for a 90-day stock level, while some allies have only a few days'
supply of certain critical items. While present plans would permit all
Center Rogion sllies to reach a 30-day level by 1978, we quertion wvhether
this {s likely under foresseeabla coustraints. Moreover, such stockage is
poorly located vay behind GDP positions; there is a serious shortage of
forvard storage sites and lack of a logistic systes that can move stocks
forwerd {n timely fashion.

(S) Cumulatively, all these deficiencies led SHAPE itself to ques-
tion vhether prasent NATO Center Region ground forces could "outlast” a
wr muum.' Consequeatly, rectifying them clearly demands high, if
nct highest, NATO priority. While sfforts are under vay, especially by
the FRG and U.S., to cops with these deficiencies, they will take con-
siderglle iime and monsy to rectify fully. It 4s our i-pression rlso

(U) SACEUR's 197) Combat Zffe:tiveness Report.
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that many such efforts to date are too small and {ncremental to be conm-
mensurate with the nced, and lack the priority emphasis vis-d-vis other
NATO programs that they deserve,

(U) It is not good enough for the Americans and Cermans to mud-
ernize just their own forces. No matter how well their sectors are de-
fended, a WP breakthrough i{n the weaker U.K. or Benelux sectors could
undo all their efforts. The analogy to the battle of France in 1940 is
all too clear, and surely not juet to us. As stressed in Chapter I, we
are continually astcnished that the U.S. and FRG seem to show so little
concern sbout the weak linke in the NATO chain.

(U) 1In addition to tha obvious conssquence that U.S. forces, by
programmiag for a 90-day war raserve level, might be fighting alone by
D430 or so, there are other implications. WUar reserves are ccstly.
EZvary day of war reserve the U.S. provides beyond the zapability of its
allies to continue the struggle absorbe resources that could be better
applisd to aseting the D-Day to D+30 prodlem. Purtherwore, if you plan
war reserves for a 90-day period, it stands to reason that you develop
simultaneously a force structure appropriate for the same period. A
force developed for a )0-day conflict could and probably would look far
different from a force destined for a 90-day, or longer, conflict.

B. THE CASE FOR RATIONALIZATION AS A SOLUTION
(U) Thess ground deficiencies will have to be dealt vith {n &

context of severe political, economic, and manpower constraints. Above
sll, tle manpower costs that lncreasingly drive defense budgets neces-
sarily i{spact wmost heavily on the budgets of the most manpower-extensive
forces =~ the armies. High manpower costs within constrained budgats
will eat into necessary investment in modemisation far more in their
oaee than {n. that of other services. This was precisely the point made
by the FRC Porce Structure Commission in calling for restructuring of
the TG growd forcu.. The decline in conscription periods in conti-
nental armies at a time of increasing need for loug-service personnel to

.(U) The Force Structure tn the FRG, op. cit.
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man sophie-.icated equipment will compel incrcanirg reliance on expensive
volunteers and further drive up manpower costs.

(U) Hence, NATO must face up to the fact that it cannot rely pri-
marily on the preferred military solution of adding on yet more forces
to tlose presently on hand. Instead, it mus- accept as a planning asnump-
tion probable cuts in real resource allocations, in active manpover
strengths, and/or in length of service. And these cuts will necessarily
{mpact most heavily on ground forces, as the 208t manpower-extensive.
Thus, the essential modernization of NATO's ground capability must be
financed largely by trude-offs, not add-ons. It must increasingly find
the resources needed out of its own hwc.'

(U) Moreover, it is equally plain that in a severely constrained
economic and manpower environment NATO's needs can no longer be met
almost solely on the basis of individual national efforts. These would
be sinply too expensive. Since NATO's national forces are in fact
already interdependent anyway (see Chapter 1), only by melding their
resources on a partnership basis can NAT) achieve the sufficiently cost-
effecti-e uss of its collective resources to meet NATO deficiencies
vithin likely constraints. Rationaliszing NATO's existing posture is
also the only viable way to free enough resources for coatinuing modern-
ization to keep up with or sahsad of that of the Warsaw Pact. If trade-
offs rather than add-ons must be the order of ths day, then such mea-
sures to cope vith Ceater Region ground deficiencies deserve very high
priority.

(U) Above all, rationalization asans lmposing stringent priorities
on the disposition of limited resources -- doing first things first in
NATO. For example, one crying uneed 1is to get the Dutch and Belgians to
shift resources, if necessary, into stre.gthening the I Netherlands aud
I Belgtan corps, which according to SACEUR and other NATO ailitary author-
ities are the prims candidates for enemy breakthrough i event of a WP
clash. It {s ironic that in tias face of such repeated criticise of their

.(Il) See the similar conclusion of Brigadier Kenneth Hunt, a
former senior NATO staff officer, in The Allizwce and Burcps: Part II:
Defence with Fever Nen, 1188, Adelphi Paper No. 98, 1973, pp. 1-2. He,
too, focuses particuiarly on ground forces.
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deficiencies, the Netherlanda and bBeltyfum still der.te such stzable re-
Jources to meeting other, less pressing newds.,  Indeced, the Jutch re-
structuring plan skimpa grouud torce in faver of aaval and afr force
modernization. Since tlwse are precisely the kind of pcfority fssues
NATO muat tackle, we stress in thts chapter options to beef up the Dutch
and Belgian ground force contribut fon to the NATO shield.

(U) 1In broader terers, we see the following general types of ratio-

nalizaticn as essentfal to meeting NATO's critica) ground force needs:

1. Restructuring and streamlining combat forces to optimize them
for the NATO defenuive (primarily antiarmor} mission, and to
make optimum use of increasingly expenaive manpuwer.

2. Reducing less essential giound force missions and capabilities
in favor of meeting higher priority necds (e.g., deemphasize
home defense).

3. Freeing active manpower for combat roles bty altering tail-to-
teeth ratios, and finding alternative means of providing neces-
saty support,

4. Relying on cheaper reserve msupower or civilianization wherever
possible, especially for rear area and support aiss.ons.

3. Consolidating noncombat sunport, training, aud jrverhead vhe ‘e
it would free needed resources anc/or provile the requiced
flexibility in deployment and emloyment of ground forces (this
is treated in Chapter V).

6. Stressing harmonization of forces and tactics. and interopera-
bility of equipaent, as we.l as standardizaticn wherewer feasi-
ble (see Chapter VI).

7. Soms specialization of defeasc tasks, pechaps bty the larger
povers assuming certain highly sophisticated and costly func-
tions on henalf of the smaller powers (e.g., intelligence, ECM).

8. To the extent that the above measures do nct free sufficien:
resources to meet high priority ground force needs, shifting
resources from lower priority uses in other services (e.g.,
continental navies -~ see Chapter 1V), ’
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(S) me key NATO country is slready doing a remarkable job along
nany of the above lines, thuugh on a purely national basis. This is
the FRC in its 1975-1980 force restructuring program. The genesis of
this program lay in ile FRG's realizstion that rising manpower and
operating costu vere tending tn eat up Lhe Bundeswehr budget, leaving
less and less for modernization. Concluding that only through scae re-
duction in active manpower could sesential fundo be freed for moderniza-
tion, a blue-ribbon panel proposed that 12 of the Bundeswehr's 36 pro-
posed drigades be put on partial cadre status, to be flushed out rapidly
in wvartime by a uev 30,000-man epecial read: uurn..

(U) The FRG Miniutry of Defensa decided, however, that keeping all
36 brigades fully active was essential, and cawe up vith an even detter
alternative., It pruned the entire active force structure (inmcluding
navy sad air force) of all sctive personnel not considered essential on
M-Day, & move that etill permits shifting the 30,000 men into the ready
resezve. The MOD plan also called for reorienting FRG ground forces to
optimise thes for halting an armor-heavy WP blitskrieg by sharply ecaling
up their armor and AT holdings. It is extensively restructuring its
ground forces to reduce manpower needs by stresmlining TOLEs and to give
tham optimm tactical flexibility for the assigned defensive atssion.'’
Eaphaeis is being placed on mobile airborne and helilorme corpe-lsvel
reserves to stem breakthroughe and on a family of nav weapons, auch as
scatterable mines, to form hasty tacticsl barriers. In our view, this
TRG program is such s notable example of what rationalization can achieve
vithia severe constraints that it should be used as & model for the other
Center Region allies.

C. R/$ OPT Gl Yy 3 HIGH PRIORITY COMBAT FORCES
WITMIN EXISTING RESOURCES
(V) 1f our amalysic of NATO's key ground force deficiencies is
broadly valid, thea there is a crucisl need for sore well-equipped ground
*
(U) The Poroe Structure in the FRG, op. cit.

“(U) Tor example, the T/0 of the FRGC armored brigade is beirg re-
duced from 3400 men in pescetiazs snd 4500 at war strength to 3200 ia both
peacetise and wartims. The mechanized brigsde goes from 3700 or 5200 to

3900.
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combat forces to permit carrying out the forward strategy by defense in
depth beginning well forward, and tc provide more adcquate wmbile re-
sezvas for coping with potential breakthroughs. As ‘lescribed by Briga-
dier Hunt in his perceptive study on Defence with Fewer Men, there atre
roughly four vays to generate more such forces, {f savere budget and
manpowver constraints dictate that NATO sust find tha necessary resources
out of ites own hide. These are (a) forue restructuring; /b) more rapid
veinforcement in & crisis; (c) more ve..ance on reservists; and (d)
more reliance on territorial-type torcu.. We think NATO will have to
adopt all four techniques to achieve ' needed results. Indeed, our
previous Rand study suggested numerous wuys in which to use all four to
optimize Centar Region initial defense capabilities (both U.S. and
allied), vhile ctill saving costly active nnpo\nr.“

1. Regtructuring NATO Ground Forzes
(U) To overcoms the deficiencies cited earlier, vhile still living

within sharp fiscal and maajower constrainte, will inevitably require
zestructuriag of NATO ground forces. Indesd, this i{s to some extent an
ongoing process, especially as nsv weaponry i{s introduced. What we are
suggesting is & broidening and acceleration of the process. s suggest
in later ssctions of this chapter certain cestructuring optiocas to ia-
creass antiarmor strength (see pp. 60-67) and to maks detter use of ve-
ssrves (eee pp. 54-60). Hece we focus on more general means of restruc~
tuzing gromd forces.

(U) 1Ia perticular, we think it highly desirable to follow the FRG
nodel and reduce the large, expensive, and unwisldy size of XATO units,
plus ths large division slices that support them. These World War II-
style ground force structures are incompatidbls with high asnpower costs
and the need for greater modility and mansuverability. The sisze and
uwiel ‘v nature of theee forces, particularly the support focces, stems
from ths apparent requirsasat for sustainsbility. Considering other
factors (e.g., MATO-wide level of WRM and nature of conflict anticipated)

m) “t. 0op. cit.
*w »-1231, op. ctt.
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the degree of sustainability provided may be a luxury that the U.5, ran
no longer afford. Smaller, more flexible divisfons or brigades wonld
perait s-npower suvings to be traded off for higher manning levels,
more long-service pave~unel, tetter equipment, and more URH.. We are
convinced that such trade-offs would result in a more rational NATO
ground-force structure. We also see merit in the other allies' moving
toward the FRG practice of making the brigade, rather than the division,
the basic combined arms tactical and administrative unt..

(U) One thing urgently necded fu to “de-fat" the TOLEs (as Ceneral
Lesley J. McNair ured to say == and as he did s0 successfully with our
Army ground forces in World War II).“ Noting huw "invariably command-
ers seek more and tend always to make their untt ulf—contntned."."
he sought vigorously to prune TOSEs by a combination of pooling and
streamlining. We doubt that there is a single N..TO mfilitary establish~
ment that could not profit from the same treatment today. Ground forces,
vhich are the heaviest users of scarce manpower, are especially in necd
of trimming (with the possible excepticn of the Bundeswehr, whicn is
slready pruning from the active establishment all soldiers not essential
on M=Day).

(S) To show how modellinyg on Lhe new FRG force structure might
save other nllies substantial manpower, let's compare it with similar
Dutch and Belgian units. At war strength, the nev FRC armored brigade
will be pared from 4500 war strength tc 3200 in both peace and var, yet
have four maneuver battalions with 109 tanks. In contrast, the Dutch
armored brigade at war strength has 3870 men in three maneuver battalions
with 102 tanks. The Belgian armored trigade is even larger, with 4476
men in four maneuver battaiions with 96 tanks. Turning to mechanized
infantry brigades, the new Bundeswehr structure is pared froa a 5200-man

"
(U) For specifics, see 1-1231, op. cit., chapters IV, V, and VIII.

“(U) For a provocative risuaf of General McNair's valtant efforts,
sne the study on "Reorganization of Ground Troops for Combat" in the
volume of tha U.S. Army official history of World War II en. cled, The
Crganiaation of Ground Combrt Troopa, Historical Division, Department of

the Aray, Waghington, D.C., 1947, pp. 283-434,

*4* W) 1bid., p. 315.
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var strength to 3900 men in peacetime or wartime 'n four maineuver bat-
tallons with 66 tanke. The comparable hutch brigade has almost 5000
men tn four battalfons with 52 tanks; the Belgian mechanized brigade
numbcrs about 3900, but has only three mancuver battalions and 48 tanks.
The new FRG structure is also much heavier n AT weapons. Clearly,
adopt ing the FRG structure would enable the Beuelux countries to sharply
pare 1nit streagth while increasing combat pover..

(U) Also required at a time of sharp manpowver and fiscal constraints
is particular atress on maxiaizing early cosbat strengia by wherever pos-
sible, converting active support spaces te combat teeth. Reducing tail-
to-tceti ratios muy well be one of the most significant R/S cptions for
tncreasing badly needed initZal combat strength. This is not to deni-
grate the {mpurtance of adequate support, especially for extended ccmbat,
but rather to argue that there are allernative means avnilable == whereas
such substitutes ere not availsble for high-priority combat troops.

(U) Among such alternative mmans, vhich generally also entail lower
costs, are: (a) substituting reserve for active support forces, for non-
M-Day functions; (b) multinational consolidation of suppnrt functions;
(c) use of civilians rather than military personnel; and (d) reliance on
sobilized civil assets. In our prevrious report, we noted how all these
techniques might be used to reduce the "expeditiunary-force tail” of the
U.S. Army in Europc.“ The U.S. is finding, as it seeks to conform to
the Nunn Amendment, that many trade-offs are possible for strengthening
our commitment of corbat forces to NATO in return for our allies' assun-
ing certain support functions. To the extent that this could be done

.(U) Similar cosparisons of these countrins' tanks that have bat-
talion or higher headquarters and recon elements would further favor the
FRC. The U.S. mechanized or armored brigade is not comparabic hecause
it 1s task-orgunized and dces not have assigned the organic suppcit pro=
vided in the FRC or Benelux TOSEs.

“(U) R-1231, op. cit., chapters IV and VII. As Callaghan dramati-
cally puts it, "Deployed in the midst of an advanced industrial economy
second only to our ovn ... V@ may a8 well be deployed -- for industrial
support purposes == in the midst of a trackless desert. After a quarter
century, ours is still an expeditionary force, depending on our own 3000-
to 6000-mile pipeline to our cwn industrial heartland for almost every
significant item of industrial support” (op. cit., p. 30).
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with civil assete quickly mobilized, the costs should be minimal.
OSD/PAL estimates that around 14,800 active U.S. and 500 U.K. personnel
could be trimed by such means, for an snanual saving of $145 -uuon..
But if they are to rely more on local European suprort, U.S. Army
forces in Europe must be relieved of contingency missions outside the
Center Region -- a step long overdus. It no longer mskes sense, if 1ic
ever did, to assign such out-of-theater missions to USAREUR forces, since
1t is hard to conceive of such a contingency that sould not also involve
s Soviet threat = in whacn case USAREUR would have tu be reinforced,
not stripped. Out-of-theater missione for USAREUR forces have the same
“beefing up" effect om the force structure as does the perceived need
for sdded sustainability (eee abovs, p. 41).

(U) Many Eucopean NATO countries also have rather large national
overheads and training establishments from vhich additional combat
spaces could be equeesed. Our impression is that most of our allies
are as vulnerable as the U.S. to accusations that higher headquarters
are too large and too proliferated st “he expense of cosbat lorcn.“
Perhaps the vay to get at this would be for the DPC to mandate a study
of hov 10 percent of each ally's totsl overhesd manpower (both in NATO
headquarte=s and in national commands) could be cut.

(U) 1f NATO ground forces must be primarily antiarmor criented,
the trade-off possibilities in reducing oider weaponry such as mortars
and tube artillery in favor of AT wespons and scatterable mine launchers
(see pp. 67-73) should be exam’ned. This {s 20t to deny the importance
of adequate artillery, as proven agsia in the 1973 Arab-lsrasli conflict,
or the valus of improved conventionsl sunitions. It is simoly to argue
that in a period of severe constraints sll prisrities must be reassessed,
and painful trade-cffs contemplated. Both ths U.S. and other Center
Region alliss are compsratively richer in artillery than in meny other
%y items. It 1is notabla that the FRG force restructuring progras

(U) NATO Jdationalisation Potential, op. cit., Annex A-2.

“(U) For example, the Royal Netherlands Army of abour 71,000 has
sbout 23,800 men manning schools and training cemters, almoet as many as
the FRG, vhich han almost five times the active army streangth.
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includes no increases in tube artillery, but rather in cheaper rocket
launchers especially foz scatteradle atnu.. Moreover, as the allied
air forces increase their capabilities for close air support, espe-
cially with PGMs, this may reduce the need for so much artillery.

{8) Since the Belgtan, Duich, ard British sectors are the weakust
in the Center Region ground shield, there is a specisl case for finding
ways to strengthen them. PFor example, OSD/PAE has suggested that over
20,000 active persornel in various small Benelux and U.K. combat units
wvith low-priority rear-area sscurity missions and only light wesponry
could be converted into more useful units, some on a cadre basis to be
fleshed out vith reservists in wartime. They suggest that Belgium and
the U.K. sach forms various light units into twvo AT-heavy corps recon=-
naissance groups at an estimated cost of $75 million over a five-year
period. 1In addition, about 85,000 Benelux and U.X. wartime personnel
nov allocated to light companies, battalions, and brigades (for guard-
ing rear ares LOCs against sabotage and airborne landings) could be re-
organized into 21 infantry brigsdes heavily equipped with AT wespons at
a five-ysar cost of $20 tillion uch.“

(8) A cheaper alternative would be to shift some of the active
perscnnel involved into increasing the presently unsatisfactory M-Day
strengths of these nations’ forwvard-deployed divisions. At present,
most Ceanter Region active greund forces (except U.l.)“. are at

*
(U) 1In 1945, the U.S. Army crested the 519th Rocket Pield Artil-

lery :utdioa vith 36 towed rocket launchers, each with 24 4.5" tuhes.
*(V) NATO Ratiomalisation Potential, op. cit., Annex E-2.

**%(1) oversll, U.S. forces in USARZUR are suthorised co have
personnel assigned up to 90 percent of TOLE., On the average these
forces are maintained at 93 to 98 percent of authorised, that is, in
teal terms, 83.5 to 89.2 percent of TOLR. This has the effect of re-
ducing ths nuster of worker-typee in cowbat units, e.g., riflemen in
infastry squads. crewvmen in tank erews, etc., since the overhead and
support tequiremente continua to sbgord tiis sam number of people. In
respording to the Nunn Amendment, the Army is considering using some
of the support spaces saved to impreve the msnning level in combit
unite. This is moving in the cight direction,
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substantfally less than war strengths. Miny of their personnel are
poorly trained to boot. They also lacl: modern weapons and adequat e WRM
in key catepories. Thus, it might be better to beef up existing units
before creating nevw ones. For example, the Chairman of the NATO Mili-
tary Committee flatly told the DPC in June 1974 that if the Netherlands
carries out its propused reorganization of the Dutch forces, the

1 Netherlanas Corps would be reduced to the point where it could no
longer carry out its nusion.'

(S) As for American NATO-committed ground forces, sooner or later
our Army will simply be compelled, by fiscal snd manpower constraints,
1 not by the realities of the situation, to streamline its present
force struccure. As suggested in our previous report, thiis can and
should take the form of reducing the tail-to-teeth ratio cnd maximizing
the effective combat strength available for employment on M-Day. To
understand the possibilities for such action, it is necessary to explore
the meaning and use of the 4C,000-man plunaing factor for a Division
Force Equivalent (DFE): (a) the 48,000-man DFE is the estimated average
manpowsr required for a division aud its comtat-suppoct and service-
support elemency in & wniuwcd theater undcr typicsl zonventional war con-
ditions (e.g., Central Europe after 130 or mure days with a completely
structured force); (b) it is basud oa the U.S. philosophy that support
forces are required to insurc that combat and support units are main-
tained at a high level of effectiveness through continuous replacement of
manpower and replaccment or repair of equipment {in the combat area; and
(c) it visualizes providing com-anders the optimum size and mix of forces
to meet almost any conventional war situation. The U.S. Army has not
ignored this problem, as evidenced by a vhole series of stulies over the
years which have suggeited Europe-~oriented restructuring options (e.3.,
ASTRO, CONAF, CONAD). Rather, tlie difficulty has been a degree of
rigidicy built into planning by the assumptions of at least a 90-day
var, cthe philosophy ¢f constant replenishment, and the requirement for
U.S. NATO forces to be capable of facing a variety of conveantional con-
tingencies arovnd tne world.

*(U) DPC-VR(74)15, June 14, 1974, p. 19 (Secret).
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(S) Let uas assume for a moment that the U.S. Army, including
USAREUR, were given guidance to: (a) plan to fight in Europe only so
long as the bulk of other NATO ground forces can fight (approximately
30 days); (b) U.S. forceas in Europe and those capable of being depleyed
there by D+30 shall have that as thelr only mission; and (c) these
forces shall be structured to maxizize their capability to meet a pri-
marily armored threat as soon after M-Day as possible and extending
through D+30. Would the force be structured differently from the way it
is currently? Yes, it probably would. In fact, in response to the Nunn
Amendment the Aray is planning, in addition to increasing manning
levels in combat units, to increase the number of combat units at the
expense of support units. Only time will tell if this forced rationali-
zation goes as far as it might 1f the criteria above were fully applied.

2. Faster Reinforcecment Schemes

(U) Clearly, one of the best ways to thicken the NATO defensive
shield would be to accelerate the deployment of presently available
sugmentation forces from France, the U.K., Canada, and the U.,S. Be-
cause ths NATO authorities have been mesmerised by fears of a iurprise
attack, they have tended to neglect the major contribution that could
be made by hastening such doplomu.. On the cor’ .-ary, the new U.K.
defense reviev calls for eliminating the 3d Division and one additional
brigade, cuts that will deprive the BAOR of much-needed augmentation.
The U.S., at least, is devoting new emphasis to quicker reinforcement,
including expanded airlift and measures to accelerate readiness, such
as reducing POM times (see Chepter LII for our suggestions on airlift).

(U) There is a vide variety of optioms to this end, many of them
low cost or no cost, vhich we believe add up to some of the most sensi-
ble rationalization msasures NATO zould undertake. T[hey would also pro-
vide an invaluable hedge in case of MBFR cuts. Moreover, many of theere
options have built-in multilateral trade-off possibilities; broadly speak-
ing, the continental allies could provide port and reception ‘%acilities,

*(U) see R-1231, op. cit., pp. 26, 30-36, 41-43, and 237-263.
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LOC support, collocated bases, certain common-user supplies, and even
some sea 14ft and airlift assets fa return for the offshove allies’
posturing to deploy more forces faster.

(8) In our previous report we suggested numerous such measures
for U.S. ground forces, including (a) leaving equipmeat in Europs of
any wmits vithdravn under MBFR, but avoiding the purchase of duplicate
sets of equipment by using alternative techniques; () deploying incre-
sentally in battalion~- or brigade- rather than division-eize reinforce-
msent packages and attaching such uaits to eaisting USARDUR divisions;

(c) pruning forces scheduled for esrly deployment of all personnel and
equipment not esseniisl for the first 30 days of combat and rescheduling
this for later shipment; (d) utilising post 30-day attrition stocks to
equip arriving units instead; (e) using mobilized allied assets to re-
place LOC rroops and resources nov scheduled for deployment; and (f)
revamping Arsy resdiness procedures to reduce POM tha.. We also pro-
posed certain similar mesasures for U.K. and Canadisn !orcu.“

(U) The Lawrencec-Record study aleo suggesied revasping U.S. ground
forces for quicker deploymemt by stationing six two-brigade divisiocns
in RBurope and pcsturing thair third brigades in CONUS fur rapid airlift
reinforcement. The parent division would maintain the prepositioned
equipment for this btrigade. They propose several other streamlining
uuum..“

(U) A fruitful no-cost rationaliszationm option is to reduce the
early toncage going to Lurope by careful prumning of all nonessential
items, and those vhose shipment can be postponed until later or vbtained
from our allies. Ve understand that the USAF has already sharply reduced
its initial tounage requirements by this mesns. The Army and Navy should
do the sams. One Rand study estimates that Army requiremsnte for airlift
through M+30 could be reduced on the order of one-sixzth, chiefly by
shipping certain key items ia adainistrative rather than operational

.N) Ibid., pp. 32, 56-39, 151-1354, 161-171, 209-214, 226-228,
230, 243-244, and 248-249.

*%U) Ibid., chapters IX and X.

#4%U) Richard D. Lawrence and Jeffrey Record, U.S. Force Structure
in NATO: An Altermative, The Brookings Institution, Washingtom, D.C.,
1974, pp. 51-99.
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cruﬂguuum.. Army ic-house anslyses also suggest that a great deal
now scheduled for early deployment could be postponed until later,
thas freeing 11ft for higher priority movements.

(S) A new Navy study, SEA EXPRESS, suggests a vhole series of
low-cost or no=-cost ways rapidly to sealift U.S. forces to Europe be-
fore M+2), using such techniques as a) wmoving equipaent incrementally
vhen it is ready instead of wvaiting until tiw vhole unit is ready; (b)
moving organic wvheeled vehicles and aircraft cross-country on their
owmn pover, rather than by rail; (c) eelecting optimua ports aad berths;
(d) sslecting crtimum shije, taking advantage of several nev ship types;
ad (o) sailing shipe independently at best speed, before wvar starts.
The study claims that by these msans "the unit equipment of all nonpre-
positiorned active Army divisions in CONUS together with their combat
support and 40 percent of their service support” could Le moved fast
enough by ssa 14ift to arrive in the Frankfurt area within 2] days after
¥-Day. Of course, the personnel would sove by air. By purchasing inex-
peneive flatracks to sllov greater use of fast container-ships, these
cagults could de further improved upon. SEA EXPRESS suggests that a
combination of sirlift snd fast sea 1lift would b. optim=m, if on the
order of 23 days between M- and D-days can be upcctod." Sending as
such as possible to RZurope before D-Day is all the more essential be-
caues SACLANT says that he may not be able to provide protection for
Europe-bound convcys until he has won the hattle of the Atlantic.

(S) A Possible Araa of Trcde-off == Why coulda't the U.S. offer
specified concrete steps to accelerate initial ground and air rein-
forcement, if our alliss would taks parsllel steps to provide added
necessary reception facilities and more logintic support? This general
proposition could be broken down into air end ground packages. For
enample, v could trade s firm DPQ commitment to have a set number of
divisions (say, seven) in Europe by M+? or M+10 in exchange for speci-
fied fecilities and services to be supplied by our NATO sllies. The

(U) According to an {nternal Rand study by Colrnel J. C. Rays.

*®(U) Mavy Accelerated Ses Lift Study, Projeot SEA EXPRESS, OP-96,
Depattusnt of ths Navy, 25 July 1974 (Sccret).
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latter might include port facilities, warehouse space, carmarked rafl-
way/barge/truch assets, certain consumables such as cement or sand and
gravel, more afrhead reception facllities (the current U.S. requirement
is for seven APODs, but oanly three are firm), and possibly more real
estate and other facilitics for dispersing prepositioned equipment
closer to vhere the troops wuld land. We suggest that nuc services
and overseas commands be tasked to develop wuch a trade-off package.
Since it mostly entails existing U.S. furces and mobilizable European
asaets, the peacetime add-on costs entailed should be relatively aminor.
(U) 1In looking at ways to generate more quickly available ground

forces for the Center Region, NATO cannot afford to ignore the French,
who already have two 4divisions in the FRC (see pp. 331-333). Assuming
that the American LOC is shifted north to Belgiua and that plans are
developed to use U.S. augmentation forces in NORTHAG, the flexibility
concept would be enhanced if France could be prevailed upon to assuma
wartine missions on the Center Region southern flank. This would help
contain any Warsaw Pact attack up the Danube Valley from Austria, a

. possibility that worries the FRG in particular,

3. __Generating More Quickly Available Reserve Combat Forces

(U) To contain and outlast a WP blitzkrieg will require more re-
serve combat formations than are presently available. They become even
more indispensable in event of budget-induced cuts in active fcrces or
an MBFR agreement. All NATO allies have mcre or less extensive pools
of trained men aviilable for this purpose, many of vhom are not now
included in mobilidzation phm.‘ Others are due to be mobilized only
later as fillers, or ate assigned to a variety of units, many of which
seeam of relatively marginal utility. Thus, plenty of European manpower
exists to meet the need.

(U) A much bigger prodlem is that ot equipping thea properly at
a time of constrained defense budgets. However, aside from the fact
that equipment now {s gensrally much cheape: than manpower, we would

(U) Creighton study, op. cit.
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propose equipping them largely from the stocks made available by active
force modernization programs., For example, the FRG plans to equip some
of fts cadre formatfons with M-48 tanks as it replaces these with
Leopards.

(U) An equally serious problem is that of uchieving a sufficiently
high level of reserve readiness so that well-qualified units become
available in time tc help contain a WP blitzkrieg. Insofar as this is
a functfion of tiveir peacetime training, their lack of it {s pathetic..
It is also partly a function of how much warning time can be relied upon
before D-Day, but the point {s worth making that even reserve combat
units deployed as late as D+l5 to D+30 might stil]l make a useful
contribution.

(U) A key way of enhancing readiness is to give such rezerve units
sizable active duty cadrecs -- a classic European technique employed by
the WP as well. The size of the cadre is a matter for professional
silitary judgment, but at a minimum, part of the officer and key NCO
complement, and perhaps key technicians, should be active duty personnel.
We believe that the U.S. in particular should examine the desirability
of aclive duty cadres for reserve formations, since our present reserve
units are, for ths most part, composed exclusively of reservists, a
condition that reduces rudincu.“

(U) Greater emphasis on reserve training, for the most part sadly
neglected in NATO, would alco be desirable. In gensral, NATO reservist
pools scem to ‘¢ too large and too poorly trained. A trade-off of quan-
tity for quality would be militarily desirable, though very di/ficult
because of the political requirement to train all conscripts for equity's
saks. One inexpensive technique that could be more widely adopted
is the Netherlands RIM systea, vhich involves moving complete units from

.(0) See Creighton study or "Mobili:ation of NATO Ground Reserve
Porces in Central Europe,” op. cit,

“(U) Some exceptions are the 4th Marine Division (which has a
large active duty cadra), some Navy reserve fleet ships that are manned
with 65 percent active personnel, and some USAF reserve manpover that
is associated with sctive airlift units and would flesh them out upon
mobilization.
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active to reserve status every 18 monthe, thus ensuring that the entire
unit has trained together for an extended pariod.

(S) Anotler techinique would dbe affiliating reserve with active
units to enhance the former's proficiency. This {s now being adopted
by the U.S. Army, which plans to go from 1J to 16 active divisions,
vhile staying within its present 785,000-man ceiling, partly by round-
ing out three divisions with one affiliated reserve brigade each.
Another 22 reserve maneuver bsttalions will affiliate with active divi-
sions to round out thelir structure, and will join the divisions upon
lobutution.. Each GCerman mechanized brigade will also have an aff{li-
ated reserve motorized infantry battailon.

(U) Broadly speaking, NATO should rationalize it3 reserve posture
by moving toward two broad types of reserve forces: (a) relatively
small but highly trained and well-equipped ready rcserves, primarily
designed to flesh out the active furce structure in time to help a*soruv
the initial shock of enemy attack; and (b) a much larger reserve at
lowver readiness. The small resdy reserve would receive greater pay
incentives, more training, and be closely affilisced with active units.
It should be callable in advance of mobilization, as is the case with
the nev FRC ready reserve. Restructuring and rationalizing NATO re-
serves in this manner would allow NATO to go quickly to a much greater
readiness posture in the event of a feared surprise attack, without
taking the politically sunsitive step of full mobilization. This would
aid mterially in relieving the current severe constraints on the NATO
alert systea,

(U) Beyond the sbove is the need for NATO to take a close look at
the utility of che substantial numbers of "territorial-'" type forces
and paramilitary police forces maintained under national command by all
continental NATO allies. Most are only lightly equipped and have only
small active duty cadres, to be fleshed out upon mobilization by

"m) The total of 30 round-out battalions will represent 25 per-
cent of the combat power of the 11 Army divisions in the affiliation
program. See address by Assistant Secretary of Defense W. XK. Breha to
96th Conference of National Guard Association, 23 September 1974,
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reserves. Nonetheless, rational/zing them might be productive of some
savings, or at least 1mproved e’fectiveness. Again, the relevant
model might be the German Territorial Army (GTA), with an active duty
cadre of arounv 130,000, which would be fleshed out {n wart!me to over
300,000. 1t is designed tu provide rear area support to all NAIO
fcrces in the FRC, besides performing rear area cdefense against air-
borne attack and internal defense missiona. It seems better dewigned
for NATO ,urposes than the comparable French or Benelux forces.

(U) The proliferation of light AT weapons also raises the possi-
bility of using territorisl forces armed with such weapons to supple-
ment regular forces by thickening antiarmor defenses in depth. For
exanple, Gen. von Kielmansegg, CINCCENT from 1963 to 1968, suggested
suppleaenting the FRG's 36 active bdrigades with "six militia-type
blocking brigades with a total of 30,000 to 35,000 men." These units
would be capable of r.lieving the sctiva forces, notably during the
early stages of a conflict, of such tasks as border protection, bar-ier
crerations, some delaying operaticas, etc. Kielmsnsegg pointed out
that such militia-typs cosbat units on the Swiss and British model
wo. 1d not commete for psacetime active personnel, would require little
additicnal infrastructure, and would be atie to operata at low coot'.
Siace many European allieg have large trained but unassigned resaervist
pools, using them {n this manner, and equipping them in quantity with
cheap and easy to use AT weapons, seems well worth exploring."

(U) As for the U.S., which is currently expected to provide the
bulk of Center Region augmentation torces, revamping of our Army re-
serve structure for this purpose also seems essintiasl. We suggest a
"thres~-tier" reserve system:

8. A relatively small, highly ready segment uf our reserves
should be earmarked to fill M-Day shortages in active

*(U) The Foree Structure in the FRG, Bomn, 1972, pp. 43-44. Giving
the FRG Border Police light ..T weapons and mines might hc equally
desirable.

.‘(U) See proposals im R-1231, op. cit., pp. 273-274.

UNCLASSIFIED
e TR T it MR NSO R BN S ;‘—-—-——-d




UNCLASSIFIED

<8

ualto' and to provide to unit TO&Ea.. thona augmentation ele-
ments that are not normally authorized in peacetime. D.fority
of f{ll should ve given to units deployed {n Europe, followed
by units in the Y.3, by thelr deploymen: dates. To be most
effective, these first echelon reserves should: (a) ccnsis:
of members of the active reserve on training status; (b) be
associated with a speclfic parent unit and organized for
speedv and efficient mebilization; (c) be proviled a. active
duty cadre from the parent unit tc¢ plan and monitor iraining
and to facilitate administration; (d) have their discretion-
ary O&M fund expenditures subject to supervision hy the parent
unit; and (¢) oe authorized added craining periods and other
compcnuations to attract sutficienc high quality paraonnel acd
assure s catisfactory readinesy status.

b. The next priority group of reserves should be those affili-
ated with active units either as round-up or round-onut ele-
llntl.... Again, priocity within t..is group should be in
éccordance with deployment schedules for the active 'mits.

It may be necessary to have geveral subpriorities within this
category, since it would be fairly large, and to place a high

.(U) The present plan is to 'wse the Individual Rcady Resecve (IRR)
as a pool from waich this fill will be made when required. The IRR con-
sists of those individuals wvho heve satisfied tteir active duty or active
reserve obligation and are serving the remainder of their total eight-
year obligation in an inactive status. Using cthe IRR as a basis means
providing a supposed.y qualified budy to fill a slot at the moment of
<risis with no prior associatioz or refresher training. This system
leaves a lot co be desired,

..(U) There is a certain amount of this provided for in our current
systen (e.g., intelligence, logistic, medical, legsl, and administrat.ve
teams already prepackagei and on training status). Nevertheless, it is
nct carried ss far as to provide an active cadie and a specific parent
unic in nost inatances.

...(U) Rutud=up elenents are those required to bring the active
uwnit to minimum TOLE, such as a third brigade for a division. A round-
out unit is ons provided above minimum TOLE, such as an eleventh or
tvelfth battalion for a division.
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priority on too large a category i{s to establish no priority
at all. Siwmilar previsions tc thosz required for the small
initial reserve element are necded for the affilfatud units.
They should: (1) be in close geographical proximity tc the
purent unit to facilitate training and ndmlnlstmtion;. (2)
be separately organized (e.3g., round-up brizades be separate
brigades rather tnan divisional hrigades); (3) be proviied
active duty cadres from parent units; (4) have their training,
administration, wobilization planning, and discretionary 0&6M
fund expenditures supervised by the parent unlt; and (5) be
given added training and individual incent ives (pay, retire-
ment, privileges). A further incentive for the afflliated
categorv, as well as the initial small category, would be to
provide unit designations and distinctive insignia and
patches that cleatrly associate them with the parent active
unit,
¢. The remainder of the U.S. ground force reserve structure
should be carefully correlated with ths active structure to
enaura ocur capability to deploy the smuximum combat power,
with adcquatci support to Europe or other areas, as soon a1
pouzblo.“ This could and probably should result in some
reserve units’' being scheduled to de;loy to Europe before
uaits in the active structure. For example, & ressrve truck
.(U) Ti.is 18 particularly iaportant. Iun the ons {rstance wvhere
the round~ut concept hay beec spplied and tested, namaly, the 2d Armored
Division at Ft. Hood, Texas, which has three aff¢liated rese:cve conponent
battalions, the three reserve component units are trom three different
aray areas and not one of them {s in the sams army area as the 2d Armored
Division. This causes added expense and difficulty in providing them
ttaining assistances and in bringing the units to Ft. Hood for their
annusl tw-week active duty training. Ths round-out avstea would work

much better f the 2d Acmored Diviswion's round-out units were physically
ocated in Texud.

“(U) Some would argue that this is done today, and to some degree
it 1s. However, it is dooe imperfectly and would have to be redone any-
wvay to ensure a mash with the active forces committed to NATO after the
current U.S. raticnalization activities are completad.
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company or engineer unit formed around a civilian base in the
trucking or coastruction business, respectively, could bde
ready to deploy relatively esrly, since its members main:ain
thefr unit proficiency in their day-to-day occupation. Thus,
were this the case, there would be no need to maintain such a
unit {n the active structure. On the other hand, ccxp:tent
combat units iod certain highly specialized support umits arc
time-consuming to develop and have no civiliaz ccunterpart.

They would belong in the active structure, i{f required early.

(U) Altering our reserve component structure or changing its rela-
tionnship to the active Army is a ticklish task involving practical politi-
cal problems. The National Guard, the largest segment (approximately
400,000), 1s also the militia for the 50 states and the federal terri-
tories. Therefore, it is responsive to the state and territorial adju-~
tants general, as well as to the governors. One resulting problem is
ensuring thit equipment reaching the Guard is i{ssued in accordance with
Army priorities and not state priorities. So to restructure the Guard
would not be easy. The Reserve is a aomewhat different story, being
under the command of and responsive to the Army. The Reserve has, how-
ever, a strong Cougressional lobby. Apother problem is that the present
breakout of ground force units places the majority of the combat units

‘in the Guard and the support units in the Reserve. It would be ecnier

to structure op*imally along the lines indicated i{f the revsarse were

true.

D, USING R/S TO STRENGTHEN ANTIARMOR CAPABILITIES

(S) If one of NATO's top priorities must be to strengthen its
capabilities to cope with an armor-heavy blitzkrieg without substantial
increzses in defense budgets, then here too R/S must be the solution.
NATO must shift resources into making its forces more apecifically
aatiarsor-oriented as tleir primary mission. NATC's apring 1974 repoit
on progress towvard meeting AD-70 goals aotes that, vhile all allies
have now set up programs for introducing modern ATGMs, many of thesc
are on only a lisited scale.
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(S) Again, the best avajlable aodel iw the new FRG force restruc-
turing prcgram. After ruch study, the bBundeswehr decided tvo redesign
fts ground forces primarily for defense ggainat Soviet armor by greatly
increasing their tank and antitank weapoiry, creating flexible air-
mobile corps reserves to stem breakthroughs, and stressing flexible
tactical barcviers of scstierable mines. To thesc ends, the Buideswehr
is restructuring ita units from corps down to compony to: (a) reduce
unit size, while improving span of control and incressing tactical
flexibility; (b) increase sizably the aumbers of tanks awd tank destroy-
ers, heavy and medium ATGMs, and mechanized fighting vehicles equipped
vith ATGMs; (c) convert the three airborne brighdes into corps airmo-
bile antiarmor reserves; (d) add an AT helicopter bhattalion to each
corps; and (e} have brigade, division, and corps engineers concentrate
on the antiarmor-barrier mission, veing swiftly implantable ccatterable
mines (11 corps engineer battalions will be reconfigured exclusively
for barrier laytng)..

(U) Of courss, this new Bundeswshr force structure is designed
for a single-mission defense against a WP blitzkricg on the FRG's own
soil (and also permits logistic reliance on the FRG civil infrastruc-
tuze). But the fact is that all other Center Region ground forces lave
the same primary mission and will also fight on FRG terrain. Thus, we
regard the new FRC force structure as a valid model for the rest of
AFCENT's Europsan ground forces. It would be a Lighly sensible ration-
alizatior messure for cther Center Region ailies to restructure their
own NATO-earmarked ground forces along the same or similar lines, with
suitable national modifications to mect special national needs. For
example, U.S., U.K., and Benslux units that must deploy forward into
Germany would need more transport capability. Moreover, the Sundeswehr
force design, vhich {s rich {n exrengiva tanks and tunk CGeatroyers, may
be too expensive for poor allies, such as ths U.K., or the Benelux

*(U) Bundesvehr briefing of EWG, 5/31/74 (Sacret), wnich states
explicitly that "the new structure of the Cerman Army js essentially
governed bty the implications of the antiarmor concept."” Interestingly,
the FRC does not call for any increase in tube artillery wvhatsoever,
emphasizing instead rockset launchers for mine dispensing.
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coantries, Thus, they might better scress proliteration of AT weapons
(this s alsc the way the U.S. Army has gone). Iucreasing the densfty
of AT weapons {n mcchantzed units also helps free arror for use in the
counterattack role, for which HATO, at ;.resent, has cmimar.uively few

reserves.

1. The NATO Military Authorities Should Ask t.ch Mation Providing

Corps=Size Contributions to the Shield to Include a Corps-Level

Antiarmor Reserve Comparable to That of the FRG Corps

(U) Similarly, their artillery and engineers should be reconfigured
tv provide a comparable mobile barrier capability, and perhaps all should
standardize on the FRG family of scatterable mines and mine dispensers.
Such a capability in quantity would surely give pause to Soviet blitz-~
krieg planners. AT weapons holdings should be brought up to the U.S./FRG
level. by such means, AFCENT ground forces could be converted into a
much more effectiv: antiarmor force than presently exists or i{s planned --
thus greatly enhancing th:ir doterrent value as well.

(U) Not surprisingly, the AT capabilities of the Benelux and U.K.
corps in NORTHAG are the most in rieed of beefing vp with modern missilery.
These countries need to equip their infa.try units properly and to
develop AT-capable resarves. For example, th: Belgians mairtain aa elite
four-battalion paracommando Srigade originally designed for pocsible
i{nterventions in the Congo. It 13 now commiited to the I Belgtan Corps,
but hardly configured to stop Soviet arwor. We suggest that this 2700-man
outfit be conv:rted to an airmobile corps antiarmor brigade on the FRG
model. The Dutch lack any heavy AT weapons at present, and although
some TOWs are on oraer, a more substantial buy of AT missilee seems
essential. They too should be asked to field a corps-level antiaraor
regiment. '

(U) The British, also, are weak !n antitank weaponry, aside from

%
their excellent tanks. Perhaps the tvo corps-level reconnaissance

*

(U) Por some teason, the British Army does not regard : ';hting
tanks as a "normal infantry cask." Their infantry i{nsists that the
armored forces must provide this function.
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regiments in RAOR (and the one fn the U.K.) could be similarly corverted
into vne corps AT brigade. Moreover, the U.K. psrachute and airportable
brigades (based in England, but earmarked for NATO), are too light for
the antiarmor mission, and, in ary event, vill be cut bick as a reaul:
of the U.K. defense review. Recnnfiguring what is left, or a® leart
giving it an AT add-cn package, would be desirable.

2. The U.S. Should Reconficure Its Corps-Level Antiarmor Carabilities
(S) Like the Bundeswehr, the U.S. Army has already gunc a long vay

toward substantially increasing its antiarmor capabilities. In fact,

it will have more heavy and medium AT weanons in the mechanized infantry
battalion (18 TOWs and 27 Dragens) than the FRC. Yow USAREUR has gotten
approval to increase the number of Dragons to 3L. Tone Army plans to go
even further and to increase TOW/Dragons in USAR:UR and prepositioned
uaits by at least an additional 1500. Among other things, Dragon will
be given to combat support units to improve their organic AT-defense
capability., This will help remove the requirerent on combat units to
provide AT defense to combut supdort units.

(U) The Army has already reconfigured the two armored cavalry
regiments in USAREUR to strengthen their capability to asttrit armor in
delaying actions. Each ACR already has 162 Sheridan tanks and 51 M-60s,
and TOWs and Dragons will be added to each ACR infantry squad. But
they could be strengthened even further, since their logical primary
mission is delay rather than reconnaissance.

(S) Our concerns relate chiefly to doctrine concerning employment
of the AT helicopter in U.S. forces in Europe. We believe the U.S.
should promptly reviev the evolving German concept for aircorne and
atrmobile units nrimarily configured for antia™mor operations as part
of thkair corpe reserve {see pp.44 and 61). For example, the FRG plans
to concentrate its antitank helicopter units entirely at corps level.
Tris corcept is differeat from that finally chosen by USAREUR for deploy-
ing the Cobra/TOW systes. After much study, USAREUR has decide. it 1.
wvants about 252 in units instead of the 165 presently programmed. Each
divieion would have 42, including two Cobra/TOW companies. in addition,
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edch corps would have ar ant {armor hclicooter battalinn of 42 Cebra/TuWs
{n two companies, with a third company of utility heiifcopters to ficili-
tate mobility and sufport.

(S) But pleceuaeal deployment of two Tobra/TOW companies to each
U.S. divisfon in lurope ueems wasteful of an expensive .u.set.. ane
shortsighted fror &an overall Central Region point of view, [t would
certainly violate General McNair's principle of "pooling and streau-
lining" (p. 46). It would be tantamount to what the Freach did in
World War Il when they parcelled out their armrr assets to supnort other
type units. As a result the Germans, by concentrating their fewer tanks
of poor quality, were able to overvhelm the French armor at the points
of decision. Maintenance, training, and flexibility of employment also
would be enhanced by concentrating available Cobra/TOW assets at echelons
higher than division. You can always parcel out assets held at higher
echclons: To du the reverse is not so easy. Besides, by ccncentrating
an asset ag flexible as the Cobra/TOW, subordinate unit commanders can
expect to get far more support in times of serious need than they would
1{f each subordinate controlled s portion. We, therefore, believe that
tho precious Cobra/TOW assets should not go to U.S. divisions in Europe.
fatler :he two corps battaliuvnc should be made somevhat heavier by
tdding the assets of a division-type company to eacnh aud restructuring
to develop a strong three attack cospeay battalion. This, possibly in
conjuncrion with some application of tha FRG antitank concept, would
tcovide a nesithy, flexible antiarmor capability for each corps. Using
USAREUR's deployment schems as a base, that would leave the asscts of
the remaining six Cobra/TuW companies for other use,

3. APCENT Nieds a Highly hobile Theater-Level Antiarmu: ke 2:ve; Able
te Deploy Repidly to Any Point on the Front Threatened vy a
Breakthrough beyornd the Capacity of Any Corps to Handle

(S) To ueglect this requirment invites a complete breakthrough in
the weaker allied corps ssctors in NORTHAG while the U.S. and FRG corps

.(U) At tho present time the Army is programaing a buy of some 595
Cobra/TUW helicopters. Approximately 280 of these are in the FY 1975-1976
prog.am years and shnuld start to come off the production lins in late
CY 1975.
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stand fivm. AAFCE air forces, when equipped with Mavericks ana A-10s,
couvld halp perform this role (see Chapter 1Il). But we are conviaced
that a very long-legged antitank helicopter bri¢ +ds 22 thialer invel
would alsv be desirable. It (uuld either support the two U.S. corps
ar be available fir deployment slsevhere in the Central Regiou. Such
a brigade would 1equire an equslly long-legged airmobile tail, W ich
could be expensive. The U.S. might be the oniy nation capadle of
bearing this burden. Inetead of USAREUR's recovmended eagloyment of
the Cobra/TOW, we suggest allocating the six Cobra/TUW cospanies (126
aircraft) frced above, pius tleir normal backup, to help stcucture
the brigaie.

(S) Therefore, as a later part of the 18,00C-man conversion ~f
support to combat troops mandatsd by the Nunn Amendment, the U.S.
should urdertake to provide such a uuit as soon as possihle. We are
not talking here about deploying the curren: U.S. Air Cavalry Combat
Brigude (ACCB), whicn we recogrize as unsuitable, but about the new
TRADOC-proposed configuration, in vhich this Lrigade would have almost
4000 min organized in two utiack helicopter battalions, a reconnsissance
squadron, and a support group, with 336 helicopters (138 Cobras). There
are several practical objections to the proposal, of wvhich the doctrinal
ons of how to employ AT helicopters seems pau-om'.-.. But we believe
these can be solved. .he large support tail generated on the baais cf
Vietnam experience, und necessary for operations in areas like the
Middle East, does not seem as rsseantiasl in the highly developed Center
Region of NATO. Options like prestockage of a few days' supply ¢4 ammo
and fuel to slternate bases wuld be relatively easy in the FRC and
would kelp give a thester-lavel brizadae sufficient lcgl.“

.(S) T ;s chiections can be capsulized as follo's: (1) The cur-
ren\. ACCB, particularly [ts support, is not long-legged enough to be
able to perform the AFCENT missiou; (2) the U.S. Army has not sufficiently
settled, as yet, on the drctrinal employment of such a unit in the Euro-
pean environment; (3) suf:iicient Cobra/TOW assets for such a unit will
not be avzilable for two to four years, depending on nriority of distri-
bution; and (4) the current configuration of the AZCB may not be optimsl
(insufficienc antitank capability for resources committed).

s
(U) No matter vhai is dcas, Cobra/IOW availability is dependent
on the production rate and the distribution decisior.
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(S) In our view, such a unit would have far higher visibilfty,
previde much greater tacsical flexthility, and thus have tar greater
deterrent value than an equivalent mechanized unit., Wien Secretacy
Schiesinger was pressing the need for greater "flextbilfty” of force

deployments, he pof..ted vut to his fellow NATO Minlsters that:

An ~dversacy {s best detarred from taklng any {nvaclon
route 1f he knows that NATO forces have an impresulve ca-
pacity to move to the vulnerable spots, wherever they are,
and fight cohesively when they get there.”

A properly configured, highly mobfle, U.S. antitank brigade built around
the Cobra/TOW 18 superbly sutted for this purpose. One form of special-
fzation by the larger allies would be fur the U.S, and the FRG, as the
only two allies planning large antitank helicopter units, te c:ncentrate
on providing this type of antibreakthrou,h insurance. As a trade-off, the
U.S. could 4sk the FRG and Benelux to provide more logistic support for
U.S. forces, to replace the _apabiiity lost Ly tre Nunn Amendment

conversion.

4. Other Antiarmor Measures

(C) Armed helicopters other than the Cobri/TOW can make a contri-
bution Lo antitsak defense. For example, the AH-IC (standard Cobra)
armed with 2.75-1n. rockets cun place area fire ou armor formations,
forcing tanks and armored personnel carciers to button up and destroying

periscopes, antennus, and externally stored equipment.. At Ft. Hood,
realatively good accuracy has been acialeved out to ran-~ec of 5000 meters,
and with the AH-IG at 50-foot altitude or less. la aadition, an element
within the Army Materiel Commsnd his experimented with some improved
2.75-4ip. rockets using the retardad bomblet approach. Th2 bomblets can
be antipersonnel, antitank, or a mixture. Since tne antitank boblets
are attacking ths top deck of the armored vehicles, a relatively small
wirhead can penstrate. Even though this i{s not an accepted U.S. Army
technique as yet and the 2.75-in. rockets with bomblets are not standard,

*(U) NATO 3355, 1218452, June 1974 (Secret).
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it '.as becen successfully deoonstrated and could provide a cheap addi-
tion to the NATO AT capabilities, 1if pursued. Moreover, the U.5. has
huge stocks on haud,

(U) The U.S. might well consider replacing some of its artillery,
especially in the mechanized divisjon, with the FRG light rocket-launcher
system and its ccatterable mines (see pp. 71-74). Since the U.S. Army
spends, according to oiie estimate, about 51.5 billfon per year or artil-
lery, trade-uff possibilities obviously exist.

(U) Wwhile all the above rationalization measures could be under-
taken mrstly on a national basis, as part of each ally's modernization
prcgram, their cost would be reduced to the extent that common weaponry
vas bought, For example, the FRG seems far ahead of the rest of NATY
in the development of scattarable AT mines and 'aunchers. As part of
the matrix approach, other allies could purchase the new FRGC mines and
mine dispensers (see p. 73). In turn, the FRG could undertake to pro-
vide common storage sites for these aud other barrier materials (or
these could be funded under NATO's infrastructure program). As another
option, if other allies would tuy more TOW missiles, the U.S. could
offer to provide common maintenance and forward depot facilities for

them in Europe.

E. RATIONALIZING BARRIER OPERATICNS
(S) If NATO 1s to optimize fts defense capabilities within sharp

fiscal constraints, then a new look should be taken at such classic
economy of force measures as preemplaced barriers. We are not talking
here of either the mobile tactical mine barriers earller discussed, cr
of Maginot-Line-type fixed fortification., but of haaty barriers cmplaced
afcer M-Day to help slow down WP armor. These are also very lcw cost.
The use of barriers has had its ups and downs in NATO, and at present,
most barrier plans call chiefly for demolitions as all that would be
possible in event of surprise attack. But now that even MC-161 acknovl-
edges that NATO should have at least 48 hours' varning time, the whole
issue of barriers deserves high-levtl review. We are not taying that
barriers ure the solution to Pact superiority in armor —- only that they
are a partial solution that cannot be ignored.
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(S) (ne senfor geieral told us that early In his NAT) aasf{gnment
he watched with amazement during 4 high-level map excrc ' se while
barriers were erected {n an {rregular and uncrordinat~d manaer that
fnvited end tuna by Pact armor. When he asked why, the ;ame director
agreed that {t did not make senwmc, but told him {t was a vaste of time
to argue the point berause the national :ommanders participating would
not agree to change deployments in their respective corps arcas. They'd
rather lowe than switch. This situation makes even less sense than the
artificial division of t'ho al/rspace over the FRG, which *he alliarce {s
nov trying to resolve., Given the Puct advantage in armor, how can curps
area commanders insist on national prerogatives that give the Pact the
additional advantage of gaps in NATO's defenses? Since the Military
Comaittee, ©'.CEUR, and CINCCENT have not been able to solve chis issue,
we sugges. ic be addressed by the DPC at the ministerial level.

(U) For several reasons, it might be a sensible R/S option for the
FRGC to specialize in barrier constcuction on behalf of the other Center
Rezion allies. First, they have the most to gain from forwarl defense
== it {s their political border that will be violated §n the initial
attack. Since it 1s their territory, they can initiate plans for or
even begin barrier ronstruction without wvaiting for formal implementa-
tion of the slert system. This would prevent gaps in case any nation
withheld the avthority for their national forces to begin operations. in
their designated defense gector. Most military planners we talked to
about specialization expressed deep concern that specialized forces
might be delayed or withheld vhile national policical authorities made
their decisions. We believe the rRG would havz 200 much at stake to
delay action {n this case.

(U) Second, the FRG has the greatest famillarity with the terrain
and a large resnrvoir of personnsl whose peacetize duties are associ-
ated with patrolling the political border. For example, the Faderal
Border Police under the Ministyy of Interior has rcsponsibilitr for
prevention of illeeal entry across the Eastern border and for coastal
patrol in the Baltic. They are organized into four area comrands with
242 battalions of 651 men each. Why not give theam light AT weapons?
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Suome Fuorstrmeioters and Javyermeig’ers in weoded areas are already re-
sponsible for maintaining equipment caclies for the GTA. In the open
areas, farmers know the conditions or the  felds, the roads, .nd the
bridges; in the villages, local police and fire departw'nts have in-
depth knowledge ot normal access ways apd possiblo bypasses. In gddi-
tion to terrain familiarity, these people have other advantages: Many
are outdcorsmen, at homs with firearas and heavy equipment, and uscd to
discipline and to assuming individusl responsibilicies.

(U) While many of the above already have mobilizatinn assignments,
they could be supplemented by FRG territorial fources an' a large pool of
unassigned reservists. The Kielmansegg proposal for "six militia-type
blocking brigades” (see p. 57) included a barrier mission for the-..
We suggest some smendments %0 the Kielmarsegg proposal. More preposi-
tioning of barrier construction msterial in the forwsri area at a
number of strategic points could be funded from the NATO infrastructure
budget. National btarrier equipment/materiel now on hand could be made
available to the FRG at no cost. We would also propose a cadre systea
parallel to the U,S. Air National Gusrd system vhereby s limited number
of civil employses with reserve sssignmsents would be responsible for
day-to-day maintenance of necessary equipment and WRM, coordination of
peacetime training and exercising of the barrier force, and the neces-
sary interface with th: nationsl forces responsible for each corps area's
defenes.

(U) Once the barriers had been emplaced, the fcrces proposed by
Kielmansegg could play a significant role ac a delaying force, 1if
equipped vith sodern antitank weapous. ARPA 13 cuxcently studyirg con-
cepts and wapons for a Decentralized Area Defense (DAD) by small units
that would opsrate shead of or in gaps betwsen major combat units. If
ths wespons they have under etudy prove to be as effactive as prelisi-
nary assessments sugpest, they would be 1deal for FRG barrier forces --
being relitively {naxpensive, easy to ma‘atain, and requiring lictle
tralning for axperienced warksmen.

aﬂn Force Structure in che FRC, op. cit., pp. 43=44.

SECRET




SECRET

/0

(U) In retuva for FRS acoeptance of barrfer construction as a
speclatized task, natfons with torves {u the AFCENT arca could agroe
to increase antitink weapeng in thone units, as suggested on pp. h7-
69, This might “e a very desiratle tradeotf tor the FRG ty asccept,
since {t wwuld result {n a substaatial overall Increase in Center

Region forward defense capabilities.

F._ PATIONALIZING GRIUND AIR DEFENSE

S) We de.! with the :ir force 1soecis ot this problem area n

Chapter 1.I, and ground systems hece. DBecause it consumes a high pro-
portion of tota) NALO assets and because chaaging technology {8 con-
stantly ooeaing new possibllities, tle raticaallzation potential In the
air-defcense field deserves expioration. Tle present Nike high-alti-ule
system {s nbsolescent, rafsing a question 28 to when and l.ow it might
be replaced. The imprcved Hawk caa handle most of the tlirea%, except
at very high altisudes. Ths U.S, Army sces SAM-b as.the needed follow-
on system, but it {s pro.ing very expeasive.

(U) Alr defecnse !s a i¢ zgical fiale for multinational rationali-
zation, tecause area defence no longer makes puch sense on a national
basis, at least {n the Center Region. Mobile field-force: 1ir defense
must remain organic tc national forces, but even the French recognize
the need for an integrated Center Region air defens~ gys.em. Morcover,
because of the enormous cost of new SAM svstems, AWACS, etc., prolifera-
tion of national systems {s wndesirable. Rut this 1s in danger of
occurring, The relative weight to be placed on air-lefense aircraft
versuy missiles slso merits review. We are not qualified to suggest
answers to all these {ssues, 'ut we believe that the rationalization
program offers a highly deairable format in which to examine such bigh-
cost options in a period of severe fiscal conatraints.

(S) There is aiso < rationalization aspect to the need for a
short-range air-defense system. The Secretary of Dafonse has said rhat
we would buy a European system, 1f after testing it proved to meet our
needs. 1he Franco-Germv Roland Il system looks most promising to the
U.S. after testing. But 1f this syetem is rvdically mcdified to meet
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apecial U.S. requitem.ntas, compatibility miy be lost an! comt certai.iy
driven up, It would be costly enough to produce this system undem
license in the U.S5., ra’.hor than in Europe, thus lcsing the sdvantage
ot longer production runs

(S} ‘Yyectalizatiom (ption «= Tne U.S. has long been trying to get |
the FRZ to take over ‘ts f’xed SAM installatinng, but the FRGC has been

reluctant Lo incur the added burien. Thus, mome kind of trade-cff {s

Nike and fixed Havk installations in return for the !/.,£. and 3ruelux
taking on compensatory miss‘ons, e.g., the U.S. providing an ACCB and
Beigium and Holland earh prov'ding 3 corps-level AT helicopter brigade? ‘

|
needed to compersate the FRG, ilow about the FRG taking over all forward ‘
q

G. COMPATIBILITY, INTEROPERABILITY, AND STANDARDIZATION
(S) It is painfully clear that if NATO gromd forces are to achieve
the necessary flexibility for optimun defense againsc a WP blitikrieg,

they rust be able to operate morc effectively together thar is now tlhe

case. To take one example, NATO inventories today incluie 31 different

types of antitank weapors, with 18 improved types being developd. ASJC

Tucker relieves NADD should have only four. A similar problen exists

with mediux~- and long-range SAlls, where four separate national develop- !
ment efforts are under vny.. Lack of adequate tactical communications

{nterface would ser'ously impede joint allied oneratious.

(U) The obvious answer, and the ope usually given, {s standardi-
zation — of equipment, C3, tactics, and logistics. But NATO's limited
success in standsrdizing over the last 25 yesars makes ic equally obvi-
ous that this is perhars the most difficult goal for NA1O to achieve.

We deal with standardizaticn in general ir Chapter VI. This section is
concerned only with ground-force aspects.

(U) While the U.S. is usually in the lead in calling for stan-
dardization, (t is frequently one of the worst offuiders (ro in the case
of the M-16 rifle). Of course, in highly sophisticated air and naval

.(U) DPC-VR(74)15, Part II, p. 32 (Secret).
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fields in particular, the U.S. has a great technological edge. So. {f
the U.S. vants to put its money where its mouth {s, it must finl a way
to expand its purchases in other categories. We raise this issue in
the ground-force chapter because the one broad arcs in which the U.S.
cannot claim .echnological superiority is in ground-force equipn>nt
{there are naturally exceptions, such as helicopters). Many Army offi-
cers may not like this assertion, but we think it amply proven by ex-
perience going back before World War I. Nor are we the largest con-
sumer of such equipment. Collectively, our European allies have much
larger requirements than we. Aad is it really necessary to design all
our equipaent for us: anywhere in the world? We doubt it. For these
reagons, tf the U.S. really wants to promote atandardization, it means
buying more European grownd-forcs equipment, if we want our allies to
buy American planes (see Chapter VI).

(U) 1In fact, the U.S. Army's best interest would be served by
buying allied equipment, as long us it could get DOD and Congressional
approval to trade off the resultant savings for more forces and grea.er
rudinou.. The reason lies 1in the simple fact (see Chapter I) that
growing Army personnel and manpower costs are increasingly squeezing
RD&P. Not only are Army equipment and RD&P budgets goingy down (from
$2.8 billion in 1373 to $2.4 and $1.8 billion requeated in 1975) but,
far more important, the purchasing power of the 1975 doliars is far
less. If somcthing isn't done soon, the Army wiil either have to cut
manpower and/or readiness sharply or give up modernizing. Here is an
added powerful argument for buying European, if it could lead to sig-
nificant savings.

(U) If we do {ace up to thesc facts, several types of European
equipment might be suitsble for purchase. Possibilities include the
SHORAD sjstems that our Army is nov testing, the Lsopard II tank, or
the ucw 155rm FH/70 Howitzer bcing jointly developed by the FRG and
Italy. The way tha Army haadiles procurement of the Roland II SHORAD

.(U) The extent of such savings would depend, of coursa, on how
mich the Army was willing to depend on allied R&D, instead of redesign-
ing everything, and tn buy from allied suppliers (thus getting tue
savings from lounger production ruus), instead of licensing U.S. suppliers,
wvhich ucually results in tncreased unit costs. Given past experierce,
this is a tall order.

SECRET



- st @ - oo

SECRET

73

aissile aystea, vhich it has decided is best, will be an interesting
tert case of how well it unde:stands tlie above facts of life. Will we
jein the present Franco-~Cerman development program, or ‘nsist on one
of our owvn? Will licensed manufacturers of all cowponents in the U.S,.
be insisted upon, desplite the increaued costs entailed? Will so many
modifications be made that the U.S. and allied systems are not really
compatible. Ve wonder.

1. Standardize on FRG Scatterable Mine

(U) As w» suggested earlier, anotlier possibility narticularly
applicable to NATO's primary antiarmor mission is the FRC family of
scatterable mines and Jaunchers. Standardization has its best chance
of being accepted under three conditions: (a) the system to be stan-
dardized has not yet been procured, a)lowing time for agreement on
joint procurement; (b) one ally's system is clearly superior; (c) the
funding involved is not so great that natioaal desires to support their
own industry predominate. Tha FRC scatterable-mine program scems to
meet these critaria.

(S) The FRG seenms to be the league leader in developing scatter-
able AT mines of several types: (a) the LARAT I (formerly Pandora) --
an air-delivered CBU-type cluster bomblet or artillery-rocket-delivered
(eight mines per rocket) due for series production shortly; ic can
destroy tank tracks; (b) the LARAT II (formerly Medusa) -- a larger
artillery or rocket=deliverablc AT mine, still being developed and due
for series production in 1977; and (c) the Dragonseed, a rocket-dclivered
scatterable AT aine, still quite a way into the future. All a’e self-
destruct., The FRC also seems to be sahead on inexpensive delivery systems.
The Gurmans intend rocket del.very via their 36-tute LARS (Light Artil-
lery Rockst System) snd a proposed new 280sm Medium Artillery Rocket
System (MARS or RS~80), which wvas & joint U.K./FRC program until the
U.K. withirew after its recent defense reviev.

(U) If the U.S. wants to promote standardization in the high pri-
ority area of antiarmor, vhy no’ buy into this IRG prugram? Since the
U.S. 1s not making a -omparabls effort and the {tems involved are
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relatively cheap, here's a gocd thing to "buy European."* It might even
be possible for the U.S. to get something free as part of offset arrange-
mente. And {f thc U.S. buys, this could be used as a powerful lever to
get other allies to buy in too.

2. _Standardization of Ammunition Is Even More Crucial than

Weapons Stardardization
(J) bven i{f NATO cannot agree on standardizing major combat equip-

ment, there is an uvervhelming case for standard calibers and inter-
changeability of ammunition. This is so important that it should becoue
the top standard!zation priority, and the !Ministers should azree that
no country will henceforth produce equipnent in certain key categories
that doesn't use standard compatible ammunition.

(S) In fact, such standardication was in the past recognized as so
important that the one major item on which most of NATO scandardized
vas the 7.62mm round. Nov the Belgians have suggested standardization
on a new common round, and perhaps rifle. Similarly, the FRG strongly
urges a common tank gun and round for the next generation of main battle
tanks. As one German general officer and expert said, it would be "a
crime" 1f the NATO countries each had different tank guns for the Euro-
pean battloficld... As we gee it, :he advantages of standardization are
far greaater than the marginal differencas between national military re-
quirements. Therefore, vhile the ministerial level cannot sutstitute
its own for professional military judgment, it should force the military
to compromise by agreeing not to suthorize procurement uf specified new
wveapons until a common design, or at least common ammo, is agreel on.
For example, if the U.K., FRG, and U.S. defenge ministers agreed that
none would procuré a new tank until their three services agreed cn a
common gun caliber and ammo, this would really force the issue.

.(U) Two shrewd senior officials noted that the U.S. Army would
face an internal "roles-and-miesions” conflict in this case. The engi-
neers regard aines as their baby, but the artillery claims the rucket
launchers, while the {nfantry would want both. But the Germans solved
this problem -- vhy couldn’t we?

**(U) UIA IIR No. 6-834-0195-72, S Marzh 1972 (Confidential).
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)3, Go forr Compatibiltty, Harmonfzation, and Interoperability Fir:t

(U) 1In geeoral, however, while sti{ll pressing all viable oppor-
tunities for full-scale standardization, NATO might well focus chiefly
on lesger step-by-step measures that, taken cumulatively, would add up
over time to significant progress toward standardization., As discussed
in Chapter VI, we have in mind such measures as: (a) inleroperabilitv;
(b) compatibility; (c) joint training; (d) harmonizatiocn of Jdoctrine
and procedures, and the like. SHAPE's call for each ally to develop
facilities for cross-servicing of allied aircraft ls a cunstructive
example that should also be attempted in other fields. As Secretary
of Defense Schlesinger has proposed, there should be similar pulicies
to ensure land-force interoperability, especially to enhance flexible
deployment of Ccnter Pegion reserves. This concept perhaps cau best be

illustrated by s series of cxamples:

a. (S “urmand gignal procedures and compatible tactical signals
equipment. (USNATO 4363 argues for this.) SACEUR's 1973
Combat Effectiveness Report notes how land-force communica-
tions "lack flexibility, survivability, capacity and speed
necessary to support operations as planned. Secure voice
communications to Corps rerain a pressing need."* In the
course of rectifying these deficiencies, SecDef Schlesinger
has urged thac compatibitity be stressed, if NATO forces are
to achieve any flcxibility.'*

b. (S) Common comeumablas. The FRG recently suggested that NATO
focus first on standardizing combat consumables so that at
leist the various forces can work together. They scem to have
{n mind especially smali arms, tank, and possitly AT ammunition
(USNATO 4363). But standardizing artillery ammunition ought to
have high prinrity as well, r‘ncz it is by far the largest in
weight and bulk.

»
(U) SACEUR's 1973 Combat Effectiveness Report, Annex A.
%
(U) SecDef Statement tn June 1974 DPC, para. 37 (Secret).
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c. (U) C.ormom AFCENT LOC (tor rear arca movements -- see
Chapter V).

d. (U) Cormon larrier materiales. 1f the FRG is given responsi-
bility for nonmobile-barrier erection, as wve suggest on p. 63,
commonality {n materials will be essier to achieve.

e. (U) PReliance on FRG territorial and paranilitary forceas. In
concept, the FRG has designed its territorial forces to per-
form several important functicns on behalf of all NATO forces
in the FRG, such as movements contrnl, much engineer work,
allocation of civil assets, PW handling, and rear-area sezu-
rity. Yet we sece little evidence that the other forces have
modified their own planned structures to take this into account.
The GTA atould be tasked to brief its plans for all such mis-
sions, and other allies could then eliminate any duplication.

H. CONSOLIDATING TRAINING

(U) Obviously, gradual consoiidation of cumulatively quite substan-
tial, but largely duplicatory, training establishments of the NATO allies
would be a sensible ratinnalization measure. Indeed, it is indispensabie
to a NATO partnership concept, instead of "going it aloue." Without it,
flexibility of force employment is difficult. While the obstacles are
substantial, such consolidation would not only save money on facilities
and ovirhead, but promote common tactics and procedures and even comnon
ccaipment. An added financial reason for combining training facilities
is that aew training aide, such as laser-beam fire simulators, which
enormously erhance realistic training, are also very expensive. This
suggests that they should be pooled wherever possible.

(U) Moreover, it need not necessarily be done on a NATO-wide basis;
these results could be achieved by any combination of two or wore nations.
& particular effort is needed to rationalize training facilities for the
Dutch ani Belgian forces, to avoid the present tying up of so many of
their limited ective personnel in their training establisiments.

(U) So we think the whole field of combined training and more coma-
bined exercises should be thorougnly explored. While NATO training in
the U.S. would nelp offset U.S. balance-of-payments costs and be a fora

SECRET



)
o e eme el e o —— =— —_— i e et s e

T . . g - —_ gy —— —
S i i el T T ———
- m—— e

(This Page 18 CUNFLIENTIAL)
77

of burdensharing, a balance between having some NATO training centers
i{u Europe and some {n the U.S. is politically eusential.. Oiie rule of
thumb might be thut the country providing equipment should .iso pro-
vide training, as the U.S. already does for Niks, llawk, P:rshing, and

Lance.

1., Consolidated Basic Hell;opter fralnig‘

(C) This possibility is being studied by EUROTRAIN. It is firamly
supported by the FRG, Norway, and Denmark. The Netherlands, because
the U.K. held off during ite defense review, went ahead with training
in Canada instead of the U.S. EUROTRAIN proposed a contract with the
U.S. Army Aviation School urder which the allies would contribute
50 percent of the added instructors needed. Under this scheme, for
exaunple, Dutch costes for training a pilot would drop from $90,000 to
$30,000 1f at least 150 students a year were sent. Thus, U.K. hesita-
tions temporarily doomed this ochen..*. But the Dutch-Cansdian arrange-
sent covers only a two-year period, so the issue should be reopened.
Even Canada might join in, because of its budget bind.

2. Combined AT Helicopter Tactical Training

(U) The flexibility of AT helo units, because it permits their
lateral movement outside national corps sectors, imposes a requirement
for Center Region-wide joint doctrine, tactical procedures, and training.
Logically, this should be done in Germany for familiarization with the
terrain over vhich the units would be fighting. But the severe FRC
restrictions oo night and low-altitude operations might have to bo modi-
fied, at least in certain areas, for this to be practical. Denmark has
already proposed an advanced helicopter training school in Europe. A
single AT missile firing raage icr use by all Center Region allies would
also be economical and would facilitate standardization can the TOW
missile. We urge that exploratory discussions on the above be initiated
nromptly in NATO before ecch ally goes ahead with its ov~ jlans.

*(U) USNATO 4093, 25 July 1974 (Confidential).
]
*(U) USMATO Letter to ISA, 6 August 1974 (Confidential).
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3. Training of Forward Air Controllers

(U) <Common ttaining would appear indispensable in this field to
exploit fully the [le:ibility of allied air power in providing alr sup-
port from more than ore country. The U.K. and FRG are already collab-

otating on such joint training.

4, Ground-Train‘ng Centers in Cunada
(U) Plenty of space is available in Canadu for NATO infantry, AT,

armored, and enginecer schools and training arccs, with adequate room

for firing ranges.

I. 3ROADENING U.S. MARINE CORPS CONTINGENCY ROLES
(S) One aspect of cationalizing the U.S. contribution to NATO
which in our view deserves examination is that of utilizing USMC forces

to meet higher priority needs than those tor which they are presently
earmarked, l.e., NATO flank actions. If the crucial Center Region remains
{nadequately marned, we question whether Marine forces should be earmarked
primarily for the flanks. We recognize that, for gcod political and
military reaeons, we want the flank allies to conrinue believing that

such U.S. forces wruld {adeed be sent to their aid. But we believe that
contingency plans (and equirment programs) should also be established

for utilizing these high quality and highly ready forces in the Center
Region, 1if needed. This may be ueea by the USMC as a threat to their
relative autonomy (and their amphibious assault specialty) and run afoul
of USMC/Army reluctance to operate together. But such doctrinal or
parochial concerns may have to go by the board if NATO's defense posture
is to be optimally rationalized.

1. Explore Shifting Marine Corpc Assets from a NATO Flank-Reinforcement

Role to a Center Region Reinforcemen: Rcle
(S) The U.3, response to DPQ75 makes the two Marine amphibious
forces (MAF) available to the Center Region, in an emergency, as well as

to the flanks. But the MAFs are configured mainly for the flanks, and
such a shift would require modifications, especially in armament and
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Mrrine alr cooponents, for effective Lenter Reglon operations. A shift
to air transportable brigades amight he needed, altliough fascer sea 1ift
should also be explired along the lines of the SEA EXPRESS scheme (see
P. 53). We understand that preliminary studies along thece ltnes al-
ready suggest that Marine deployments to Furope could be greatly speeded
up.

(S) The Marines have planned sea 11f: ior 1-1/3 division MAF
assault landings. Present plans are fur the first rarine amphibious
force (diviasion-size) to arrive in tle Mediterranean between M+)5 and
M+45, apparently for service in Greece or Turkey, and presumshly for an
opposed assault larding. Even if successful, this venture would con-
tribute little to meeting the highest priority need for holding in the
critical Center Region. The chances fur succecs in an oppcsed landing
are also deemed Jim in view of the critical absence of gunfire support
ships and the relative ineffectiveness of air bombing from vulnerable
aircraft carriers (some estimates indicate that six carriers would be
needed to support a division-size landing, i.e., providc the weight ol
ordnance delivery usually required).

(C) Whether or not Marine divisiona are programmed for Center-
Region deployment, consideration should also be given te dJdeploying
Marine air wiigs to that Region, if needed, during D to D+30. The
Ma) ince will object to this as destroying their integrated amphibious-
force concept, but the marginal relevance of amphibious-assault landings
to m2eting the main threat and the dubious likelihood of their success
in a NATO/Pact war appear to bes more compelling argumenta for such a

diversion.

2. One Marine Brigade for Each Ocean Appears Sufficient

(U) All factors considered, a Mirine assault capability of one
brigade for each ocean, air transportable, or contained in less expen-
sive and less vulnerable ships (especially since the most likely use

would not be against Soviet forres), appears sufficient. Saved re-
sources could ' 2 shifted to improve Marine 1ift and equipment for Center

Region developwent.
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(U) The U.S. Navy is bnyiug five helicopter amphibious-assault
ships (LHA) -- one already launchad == for a4 total estimated cost of
$1145 milifoa. Each ship 18 designed to carry a compl~te Marine Corps
baitalion landing team, each with all its larding craf:, helicopters,
tricks, tanks, supplies, and ammunitior, and to land them ashore. The
820-foot LHAs will have a loaded displacement of about 39,300 tons,
about as large as the World War II leser-class attack alrcraft carrier.
In & NATO cos.text, it is difficult to visualize the utility of this
type uof capability, even Lf all five LHAs (five battalions) could he
deployed simultaneously. And, at the moment, figures are lacking for
the protective forces that would have to accompany the LRA and the
resultant drain on the overall defense budget.

3. _Dedicate a Marine Aic Transportable Brigade (with Aircraft and

Effective 5AMs) for Immediate Deployment on M-Day to Keflavik

and Reykjavik

(S) Althouzh Navy thinking (in SEA EXPRESS, fur example) acknowl-~

edges the Soviet capability to neutralize Iceland in the early days of
a «1t by bombing air and ~adar facilities, little, if any, considers-
tion has been given to ihe existing Soviet capability to capture
Icelandic airfields using airborne and air transportable troops, in
parallel with Center Region aggression. An unpublished Rand study
aJsesses this capability as possibly feasible now, even with U.S, P-4s
at Keflavik, and certainly feasible {f the Icelandic government cancels

U.5, base rlghti.

(S) If the Soviets choose to establish sea control in the North
Atlantic as a hedge against a protracted var in which NATC seaborne rein-
forcemnts and resupply would be the balance for NATO success (asavaing
that NATO improves sufticiently, in their view, to force a protracted
war), a cempting ontion would be to capture the bases concentrated in the
Reykjavik/Keflavik area. With Iceland in hand, the Soviets would poo-
sess surveillance, air-attack, ani advanced submsrine-base facilities
that would enable them to interfers with, or interrupt compietely, NATO
ehipping, CAPTOR aining of the Norwegisn Sea, ASW-barrier sutmarines,
and of course, the ability to station AWACS and ASW aircraft at Keflavik.
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(S) It {s understood that SACLANT plans call for ths sea trans-
nort to Iceland of one U.S, infantry brigade (with SAMs, plus reinfor.u-
ment with AWX and AEW aifrcraft), but that this would not occr until
after the initial l1ift to reinforce Center Region forces, 1.e., probably
after M30. In light of asscesed Soviet capabilities and the potential
trportance of the Icelard base, thia ia too lat.. To forestall a Soviet
atteupt at the cepture of Iceland, war plans should include the {mmedi-
ate deployazent on M-Day of a Marine air-transportable brigade suitably
reinforced with SAMs and aircreft (preferably types that can cope with
Foxbat).
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1011, PATIONALIZING MATO ATR FORCES

(U) Rationalizing {ts air forces must be one of NATO's top

*
prioritics:

1. It 45 essential to a credibie NATO conventicnal deterzoent/
Jefense against WP attack. As stressed {n Chapter i, it is
time for NATO nations to aoxncwlody,e that there s no practi-
cal alternati{ve to mutual reliance on one another for defense
against the Warsaw Pact. Alcthough each nation may want to
maintain balanced ground, naval, and air forc:s, it {8 becom-
ing increasingly irrational, if not impossible, to do so. It
13 cqually {rrational for each nation fo attempt to maintain
a balanced air force patterned after the U.S. Air Force.

There are welcome signs that NATO na*ions -- particularly the
smaller nations -- realize this.

2. The high cost of today's and tomorrow's air technology makes
needed modernization of NATQ's air forces so expensive as al-
most to dictate rationalization tu free the needed resources
at a time of sevece resource constraints. Moreover, it is the
nature of modern air power that many of the mzasurea under way
or proposed are very expensive, In a period of severely con-
strained budgets, this means that they will have to be at least
partially funded via trade-offs from other less essential pro-
grams, despite the impact such trade-offs may have on national
programs.

3. Since the U.S. itself has challenged NATO to make more rational
use of its air assets, our failure to follow through would se-
verely handicap our efforts to gain acceptance of equally im-

portant army and navy rationaliiation programsa.

.(U) In our previous study on restructuring NATO forces to compen-
sate for MBFR we stated "what would help NATO most would be to organize
NATO's air foives in toto as a ratiomal and fully coordinated force able
to take full advantage of air powver's inherent flexibility and mobility."
Rand R-1241, op. cit., p. 173,
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() For example, {f w cannot ovvercome tiy doctrinal and parochial
obstacles that have created an artificfal barrier between 2 ATAE nd
4 ATAF, how can w hope to remedy the more difficult layer-cake problenm
facing NATO's ygrcound forceas in the Center Regfun? Or make more effi-
cient use of NATO's naval assets? Or persuade NATO to adopt a Total
Force Policy that makes the nmost rational use of all {ts assets, {instead
of continuing independent national policics that {n turn promote finade-
quate ground, naval, and afr forces? Thus we see rationalizing NATO's
air posture as the lcading adge to stimulate parallel rationalf:ation of
other aspects of its posture.

(C) 1t is also encouraging to note the far-reaching programs al-
ready under way for {mproving NATO's air rosture. This (s a clear (ndi-
cation of the practicality of the ¢.movpt of rationalization, when

carried out by aggressive and pragmatic negotiating. We refer to:

o The creation of a new Center Region air authority =--
Allied Air Forces Central Cucope (AAFCE) -- to control
the activitics of the allied tactical air forces.

o Pending agreements on uumerous colucated utir bigses to
ease the serious overcrowding that would otherwise re-
sult <hen U.S. augmentation aircraft deploy to Europe.

o Continuing steps towvard more protective shelters for
combat aircraft.

o The search for a common replacement aircraft for the
aging F-104 by four NATO countries, with agreemcnts not
to take unilateral action before all possibilities for
a joint solution have heen explored.

o USAF relocation of F-4 assets for better utilization
and increased effcctiveness.

o kEfforts under way tc upgrade NATO air capabilities via
precision-guided municicns (PCMs).

o Proposals for a new airborne warning aud ccntrol system
(AWACS) .

0 The progress made in NATO's electronic warfare program

by NATO air forces.

SECRET



-t

- ——— e

34
(U) Taken together, these measures t .4l v ¢ tnat NATO has moved
much faster to develop a blucprint tor e noderntzation and rational-

fzatfon of itr afr forces than tor its ground and naval postures. But
drawing the blueprint {s simply the firit essentf{al step. MMuch har!
work by NATO's political and military authorities will be requited 1.
fore these improvement nrojrams become realities. Cur effort {n this
chapter will be twnfold:

1. To discuss ways of improving NATO air posture by more rational
allocation of, or by changes {n, programmed resources and cur-
rent responsibilities within and between individual allies.

2. To suggest way: to overcome political and military obstazles
to needed improverents. The latter may be more difflcult to

overcome than the eccaomic constraints.

2. WHY IS CENTPALIZED CONTROL OF ALLIED AIR POWER SO IMPORTANT?

(S) Our purpose here is not to discuss the NATO-Warsaw Pact air
balance, although we agree with those who feel that NATO's advantages
in terms of more modern equipment, armament, and better traincd afrcraw,
axe often ignosed in favor of numbnrs of aircraft available. Hence,
even {f the Warsaw Pact does have a numerical advantage (and this is
dehatable), {t 1s not NATO's biggest usir problem. The problem lies in
the fact that NATO is not in a positiun to use effectively the sizable
air forces it now has.

1. Making AAFCE a Viable Command Is Essential to Using Air Power Optimally

(U) NATO cannot win an air war against the Warsaw Pact using dif-
ferent doctrine and tactics in an airspace the size of that over Oregon.
NATO nations contributing forces to the 2 and 4 ATAF areas mey be willing
to operate uncer differant rules and stay within present bourdaries, but
there {s no reason to believe Warsaw Pact forces will agree to do likewise.
One reason for General Johanncs Steinhoff's strong support of the new
AAFCE vas his perional experience in the German dufense of Sicily against
allied air attacks in World War II. Pollowing is an excerpt from his
story of that air battle; we've bracketed some words co that the reader
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[ ]
can subst’tute his own choicus of names and places. Stelnnuff's de-
scription of events that occurred over 30 years ago aptly describes the

situation today.

The sight of [Chinisia's) blasted airfield reminded me of my
visit .o the (Italian] fighter wing stationed there, and at
the same time I realized that I had slmost completely for-
gotten abcut the existence of the [italian] fighter acm.
During the gruesoae finale [on this island) it was a caue of
every man for himself. The heavy attacks had begun before
wve had had time to establish signals communications with eacl.
otker or to coordinate our tactics -- steps we would Lrve
tsken as a matter of course had conditions heen anything like
normal. This meanr that each air force had begun fignting
its own war. And, in circumstances where relations between
the [Italian] and [German) high commands were far froc good,
not only were the arrangements for .ontrolling the units of
the two nations entirely separate but the orders they re-
ceived were also different, so that any coordination in the
operational field wvas out of the question. Indeed, that had
been the main defect of the joint command ever since the
start of [Mediterranean] campaign; the two controlling organi-
zations had bain s0 much concerned with prestige that eacn
had taken all possible steps to prevent its own units being
placed under the other's command. Thus, althcugh the battle
wvas & comaon one, the assignaents and ordars were invariably
different.

(S) NATO's air forces have not established sdequate communications
vwith each other, there are wide differences in doctrine and tactics, ar-
rangements for controlling national units are separate, and the orders
they would receive would difiar. For example, there are no effective
means to interZace air-defensive and air-offensive operations, allocate
air resources between ATAFs, or coordinate the air and ground battle.

In some respects the situation may be worse than 30 years ago, because
one air force, ths Luftvaffe, must be trained to operate under two sepa-
rate doctrines and vith two eats of tactics. There is no assurance that
the cperationas of one ATAF will not conflict with the other or that
friendly and enemy air activities over the ground battle will not bhecoce
vo confusing that ground forces will resort to "shooting thea all down

.(U) The Straits of Messina, Johannes Steinhoff, p. 196.
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and sorting them cut ou the grnnmd.". The foregoing may seem a strong
ifndictment, but our reasoen for such a forthright statcment {s to diuapel
aay {deas cthat the craation of an AAFCE headquarters solved all the uir
problems {n the Center Region. It {8 4n leportant first step, but ewsern-
tially a volitical compromise on which we can build.

(L) Another reason for making AAFCE a viable commiand is the imbil-
ance between the capabilities of 2 ATAF ard 4 ATAF. At full augmenta-
tion, 80 perceut of the forca will be bedded down in the 4 ATAF area,
while the threat in the 2 ATAF a)ea could be as high or higher == on th:
ground as well as In the air. Part of tnis {mbalance can be solved by
colocated operating bases (sec pp. 130-108) but some {mbalance will still
remain. However, aircraft do not have to be based in the 2 ATAF area in
order to fight there and NATO has beiLler ways to spend its defense dollars
than to build airfields to cven out force allocations. Alrcraft from
4 ATAF can be on NORTHAG targete in a matter of minutes; moreover USAF
aircraft baged in the U.K. can suppourt ground operations in NORTHAG more
readily than they can sup;ort CENTAG. But neither the U.S. nor German
air forces should have to operate urder iCifferent rules in order to sup-
port either of the two army groups. If AAFCE can .avelop commcnr doctrine
and tactics and standardize combat training of aircrews, then costs can
be limited to the necessary communicat .ons to en3uie 2ffective ~omuand
and control.

(C) This wouid permit centralized allocation of resources and flexi-
ble decentralized execution of assigned tasks. It would enable the AAICT
commarider to ensure that there was no counterproductive {nterfereace be-
tween defensive and cffensive air operations. Ciose air-support operations
and the necessary air resources to execute them conld be delegatad to the
indi{vidual ATAFs -- and resources could come from either ATAF. .nter-

dictirn missions, whether against second echelon ground forces closing

*(U) Dr. Malcolm Currie, Director of Delense Research and Engiueer-
ing, in a speech to the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astro-
idutics noted that in the 1973 Middle East war, Arab aircraft were knocked
down by Arab SAMs, and Israeli aircraft were sometimes downed by Iciael.
SAMs. Currie said: '"We cannot be confident that our own experience in
eimilar circumstances would be much becter." Aerocpace Daily, May 14,

1974, p. 77.
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on the FLBA or deep into enemy territory, need to be centrialiy controll«d
for several reasons: they ..eed sore preplanaing, they require conmbat afr
patrol (CAP), and alsu escort and electronfic-support aficraft, and they
may need rufueling and air-3es rescue support as well. [ o o war),
they must have reai-time tritelliigence, inelewling the crrent a'r, jroed,
and elactronic order of tuttle rom cvery gowrce pigafble.  Rut such
information {s of limited value unless the recipient also kncws wit
toral friendly resources ars available and also has the authority and
requisite C3 to fight the force.

(S) Since auch flexibility is essential, NATO's Defense Ministers
recently asked SACEUR to develop a plan in which Center Region forces
could be used to react to threats wherever they occur, ard the U.S. findi-
cated willingness to deploy reinforcements to the northern half of AFCD!T.‘
But neither U.S. political nor military authorities would want the respon-
sibility of committing U.S. ground forces to an area where it would be
impossible to furnish them close air support or protection against enemy
air attack because NATO has not provided effective air/ground interface
and the ned 2ssary commurications support. If NATO's cilitary have sincere
apprehensions about a Warsaw Pact attack with limited warning, then the
time for action is now. It will be too late to sort out this tangled
mess once hosti iiles ensue. As Generil Steinhoff puts it, "the war in
the air is a technological war vhich cannoc be won by a technologically
inferior fighting force, however high {ts morale or dauntless its resolu-
tion." NATO's C? arrangemeuts for its air forces are technologicaily
inferior to the Pact's. This is particularly distressing, because NATO
has an inher:nt C} advantcge over ths Pact — most of our aircrews speak
a common language, English, whereas Warsaw Pact crews have a real voice
communicatione problem once they are out cf their assigned sectors. NATO
also has the start of & common electronic language amongst its air forces
that could be enhanced to promote the interoperability and flexible de-
ployment between ATAFs.

*(U) USNATO 3355, 131845A, June 1974 (Secret).
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2. Facilitate Using Afr Forccs \s 3 Gap Filler

(S) Anotier overriding reason for promoting interoperaovility and
flexibility of VATO tactical air forces is to ea.ble using “hem as a
gap filler to help overcume the secious deficiencies in NATO's ground
shield vis-d-vis a Warsaw Pact blitzkrieg. &2 are not sujgeating that
air forcee can substitute fur ground fcrces., But the U.S. and NATO need
to put teeth {nto the Total Force Policy by using the potential air
-forces have to move rapidly to any critical point in the ground battle.

In discussing ground forces in Chapter Il, we made the point that NATO
defense against a Pact armored attack should take on some of the charac-
teristics of a three-dimensional chess game because there are several
realistic scenarios in which NATO's air forces could be used to help
blunt the Pact's great advantage in armor. In the event of a worst case
surprise attack, they could help the entitank helo units and the forward
ground elements hold, whils the remainder of NATO's grouad forc:s moved
to their EDP positions. Once NATO's ground forces are at their EDP
positions, NATO's air forces can be massed against the primary point of
the Pact's attuck to furnish close air support and protection against
the Pact's oifensiva air furces. Moreover, and rore important in FRG
eyes, tactical air attacks can be lavnched sgainst the second wvave of
the Pact's armored forces as they mass for attack, to delay or prevent
their entry irtu the ground ba-.tle.

(C) There are good reasons to attribute these capabilities to NATO's
tactical air forces. They are kept at a relatively high level of alert.
They have the mobility and flexibility to move quickly to any trouble spo%
over ths entire combat zone -~ they can cover in minutes distances that
would take armored forces days or helo-borne forces hours. And while
there may be many avenuss of attack that the Warsaw Pact ground forces
could take, there are none that cannot be quickly covered by allied air
forces.

(C) Further, the approaches available to the Pact's armor may not
be as numerous as they seem. There is a limit to how far tanks can travel
on their tracks, and not all of the Pact's supporting elements are tracked..

.
(S) The Israelis used 11,0C0 sets of tcacks in the October 1973
conflict.

SECRET



SECRET

89

The amount of amminition and POL the attacking elcments can carry with
them f{s also a limiting factor for off-road operations. Western Europe
is a wegalopolis, but again trere is a li-it to the load-bearing capact-
ties of roads and bridges and, hence, to the alternativa routes avail-
able to wheeled and tracked vehicles. Furthermore, the smaller towns,
with their narrowv and crooked streets, create roadblocks that armored
columns must either thread through or circle. Afir attacks, coupled
wvith hasty Sarrier operations and support of airmobile or helo antitank
units, can slow and/or channel the attacking forces towards terrain
more favocable to defending ground furces.

(C) Weather permitting, tactical figliters wit.. PGMs such as
Maverick can inflict heavy lusses on the advancing force, while other
aircraft with laser or electroopiical PGMs can destroy key bridges,
intersections, and overpasses to slov the enemy's progress. With pre-
planning, these interdiction points caa also be hit under all weather
conditions by tns peacetime implanting of sencor systems. The possi-
bilities are tremendous, but such operations require common doctrine,
tactics, centralized command and control, resl-t..e intelligence, and
the requisite commmications. These are within reach in peacetire. But
it vill be too late to begin after the whistle has biowm.

3. If AAFCE Is So Important, Why the Opposition to Its Formation?
(U) The agreement to create AAFCE is a dramatic and important

polirical breakthrough. But it took over two years of negotiating and
pressure to secure the present arrangements, and many authorities would

be more than willing to let the issue rest. For example, one senior
official in the U.K. Ministry of Defence told us that the 2-4 ATAF problem
had been the most controversial subject within the MOD and took more of
its time than any other single subject discussed In i¥73.

(S) Some of the reasons for rasistance are suggestive of ways to
overcome the remaining obstacles to making AAFCE more than a paper head-
quirters and a political solution to satisfy a U.S. recommendation.
Pirst, we need to remember that until 1966 there was ar AIRCENT under
AFCENT for control of the 2 and 4 ATAFs. Under the MC 14/2 strategy,
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AIRCENT's usefulness was cagestioned on scveral occasions, because tne

tasking of tactica) units for the anuclear-strike role and ‘helr commaact

and control were SACEUR responsibilities and intermediate headquarters

were byp.uaed.. Adequate €' for conventjonal operations was a secondary

consideration under a strategy that relied on conventional operations

primarily as protection against {ncursious, intiltrations, and local

hostfle artions. Indeced, SACEUR himself doubted the nccesslty for

AIRCENT, Only strong ~esistance by NATO and national air fo.ce command-

ers kepc {t {n ¢xistence. President Jde Gaulle's demand 1a 1966 that

NATO headquarters and allied forces be withdrawm from France overcame

this tast line of resistance. NATC had too many other serious problems

== finding new locations for the NAC, SRAPE, and AFCENT, building facili-

ties, and moving -- to worry abou® AIRCENT's demise. In fact, many saw

the move from France as a golden opportuaity to prune NATO overhead. The

U.S. was similariy engased in finding homes for EUCOM and the Army and

Ailr Force units that had to move from French soi'. The J.S. was also

deeply involved in SEA, OJur main European initiatives were to overcome

the political and psychological impact of French withdrawal and to pro-

mote alliance accuptance of cne flexible response strategy embodied in

MC 14/3. The importance of an AIRCENT to such a strategy simply was not

recognized ty mor- than a few. One tour-star Army general whc held a

NATO command atr that t:.ue tuld us he had recommended retaining AIRCENT

and merging 2 and 4 ATAF with it at one of the ATAF locat.ons. SACEUR

told him that NATO had enough political problems to solve without adding

this f{ssue to the ag.nda. it would appear that both generals were correct.
(d) 1 becewber 1967, N.TO adopted the MC 14/3 strategic concept,

"basel upon a flexible and b.lanced range of appropriate responses, conven-

tional ani nuclear, to a'l levels of aggression or threats of aggression.""

RBut like most other NATO documents, MC 14/3 represents a compromisc subject

.(S) Under MC 14/2 alcrt procedures, the tactical squadroas were
genersted fort nuclecr (RA. Aircraft for conventional operations were to
be made available for tasking by the ATAFs af'ter the strike mission had
been completed. .

*
.(U) Communiqué of the Ministerial Meeting of the Defense Planaing
Committee, 1i Decembec 1967.
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to {uterp: 2cation by fndividuai natfons. 7This {nterpretation comes in
the form of the doctrine and tactics adopted by the natfonal forcey
earmarked or assigned to NATO military commanders. Differences are
resolved slowly and more often by erosion than by outright change. The
serious {mbalance in forces and the differences in doctrine and tactics
between 2 and 4 ATAF became apparent to allicd air officers early {n the
implementation phase of MC 14/3. Attempts wcre made to iron out such
conflicts in order to promote intercperability, but since these differ-
encey wera generated by national strategic perceptions, little wus accom-
plished. Thus the need for centrzlized command and control and the
ability to use NATO's air power flexibly was not forced into tne open
uatil the U.S. initiative of December 1971.

(U) After tws> and a half years of hard and often hot negotiations,
wve again have a Center Region Air Headquarters superimposed over the
two ATAFs. But the differences generated by national a.' {tudes remain;
nor will they be resolved solely by NATO's political and military staffs,
which operate on instructions from home and are limitcd in theix: freedom
of action. AAFUE, {f it is to be more than a paper duplicate of AIRCENT,
faces some hard bargaining.

(S) U.X. opposition to a strong AAFCE has many cJacets. From a
strategic viewpoint, the U.K. historically has favored the early use of
a few tactical nuclear wveapons to warn the USSR and the Pact that further
aggression raised the risk of NATO's escalating to strategic nuclear war-
fare. Theoretically, this early but limited use would ceestablish deter-
rence, give both sides the opportunity to decide whether the issues were
worth th» risk of a strategic exchange, and afford time for a negotiaced
settlement. U.K. agreement to MC 14/3 d.d not mesn that they had changed
their strategic thinking; indeed, the U.K. position has since persisted
through successive changes of government. There are several reasons for
this consistency.

(U) Neither of the major political parties can suggest a returan to
conscription and lower military pay without being turned out of 2ffice.
U.K. manpcwer costs, like those of the other NATO nations, are rising at
the very time the defense budget is being sharply cut. Since conventional
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forces are manpower-intensive, both political parties emphcusize nuclear
deterrence and weapon systems with a long-life cycle.

(S) Nor is either political party willing to tell the U.X. public
that they may once again be attacked by conventionai enemy bombers. The
thought of bombs falling on British soil without retaliation againsi the
attackers' homeland is unacceptable. This ponition is locumented by the
U.K.'s refusal to particip~te in the NATO aircraft shelter program, even
though infrastructure would have 3id for 88 percent of the cost involved!
The British also opposed shelters for USAF alrcraft based in the U.K.,
reluctantly agreeing to thea in September 1974, only after grest pressure
had been applied and a rationale developed that could be accepted by the
man in the st-eet,

(S) Both parties see international political utility in being a
nuclear power. As the economic pressures get tighter, neither party is
likely to deemphasize the U.K.'s nuclear status by diverting resources
to improve U.K. conventional capabilities. There 1s also political utility
and prestige in the number of key command and staff positions the U.K,
holds in NATO's political ind military structure. As one of the three
nuclear members of the Allisnce, the British can and do get more key
positions than their cverall contribution warrants. A swvitch ~f espha-
sis to conventional cupabilities would place them in 4 poorer position
relative to the FPG, which already makes a greater contribution to de-
fense of the Center Region. 1Therefore, the British naturally resist
any changes that would challenge their eminence in NATO. Since they are
in deep finaccial difficulties, they will buy wapon systems that give
credence to their prestige position. By doing this they support the
strategy as they interpret it sod in turn impose doctrine and tactics
in supporc of that strategy on 2 ATAF and NORTHAG.

(S) The British have bitter memories of what the Luftwaffe did to
their cities and countryside in World War 1I. Their control of NATO
commands corresponds to their postwar zor.e of occupation, and they will
not give up their pow:.tion in this area without a struggle. They realize
that their air force contributiz= to the Center Region — less than 100
aircraft based in the FRG =- does not support their command dominence of
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2 ATAF, but their determination that RAFP forces will not be commanded by
a8 German is wnderstandable.

(S) In sum, the British have hammered out an interpretation of
NATO's MC 14/3 strategy that is acceptable to both political parties and
to the population at large., It €its their manpower resources, is within
the range of Jefenae budgets likely to be supported, givea them pnliti-
cal stature as & nuclear powsr, and offers a nuclear counterbalance to
an increasingly strong but conventionally armed Cermauy. They are unlikely
to accept any changes that impact on their position of influence or that
cost them more money.

(S) The viewpnints of other nations contributing air forces to the
Center Region do not seem ag set as the U.K.'s. A ranking Belgian mili-~
tary official told us that Belgiuu, more than any other NATO nation,
realized that its forces have 10 rerson tor exist other than to fulfill
NATO military requirements. He noted that the Belgian government relied
heavily on the major NA_O commanders' force goals to structure Belgium's
armed forces. He strongliy suggested that these commandesrs should be more
selective in ectablishing priorities and more forceful in proauizating
doctrine and tactics. His point vas that the smaller nations had no
choice but to follow the lead of the larger nations, and unless SACEUR
and SACLANT gettle the differences between the larger nations, the
smaller nations would be caught in the middle.

(S) Netherlands officials we talked to supported AAFCE but vere
adamant that it de collocated vith AFCENT. They also stressed the need
to collocate Army Group and ATAP headquarters, but it was evident that
they sav tha function of all these headquarters as being planning rather
than operational in nsture. U.S. concepts of intarfacing vffensive and
defensive operations and of timely deployment of available air assets
to any point in the Center Rcgion through modern c: arrangesents vere
sither not fully understood or deemed infeasible. Nor are they likely
to be until elements actually are placed into operation.

(S) Given this smbivalence, Dutch ingistence that AAFCE dbe colo-
cated with AFCFNT is more resdily understood. We also have to remember
that the Dutch accepted AFCENT reluctantly against some internal
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resistance., A NATO headquartere commanded by a Cerman general was not
a welcone neighbor to many who remembered World War Il occupat fon days.
Now that it has been established at Brunnsum and is contributing to the
local economy, therv {s a natural resistance to actions that say endan-
ger its future, The Dutch have an cconomic and political inves:ment to
protect. How would the Dutch government explain that the headquarters
needed so urgently in 1967 wvas no longer necessary? The familiar
Congressinnal pressures generated by base clusures in the U.S. parallel
those the Netherlands would face. These domrsiic political problems,
coupled with their military's position (including top air force officers)
that army and air headquarters be collocated are the basis for Dutch
insistence that AAFCE be located at Brunnsur. We believe these obsata-
cles are real, but that they can be overcome, partly by locating a new
AFCENT LOC Command at Brunnsum (see Chapter V).

(C) The Canadiars have already relinquished the nuclear-strike role
and committed their three squadions (36 aircraft) based in the FRG to the
attack mission. They not only lack the C® to act independently, but are
too small a furce to survive except by coordinated operations. They can
function only in conjunction with other allied air forces and must rely
on & ATAF or AAFCE for direction -- or sit out the war in iiolation.

(S) The FRG's problem in supporting a strong and capable AAFCE 1is
a political une. GAF leaders long ago realized that the artificial
boundary between the 2 and 4 ATAF wus an unnecessary handicap to the
forvard defense of West Germany. With the adoption of MC 14/3, this
separation becace a painful burden. A cowparatively inexpsrienced, ex-
panding German air force was trying to shift to complex F-104C afircraft
and vas sustaining unacceptable losses of aircraft and pilots during
trajiaing. These losses were high encugh co threaten the political future
of any FRG government and were devastating to Luftwaffe morale. When
MC 14/3 added the burden of training for the conventional attack role,
the GAF had to face the differences in doctrine and tactics between the
two ATAFs. In light of their P-104C transition problems, GAF leader: were
bitter over these differences. 'Hovever. botihh the military and political
leaders realized the U.K. sensitivities not>d cbove. Their forbearance
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under these circumstances is a remarkable {ndication of the FRG's lesire
to be a gocd NATO partner. Now that the {ssue is in the open, AAFCE
needs their full support to avoid a confrontation with the U.K. and

other European alli:s.

B. MAKING THE AAFCE CONCEPT VIABLF
(S) How can we overeaome theae obsteelees and r:nize NATO'a national

ate forces as a rational und fully coordirated force wnder AAFCE corrand
ang eontrol? The angwer seems to lie in s series of incremental steps --
within NATO channels when necegsary, but preferably by bilateral or multi-
lateral agreements and informal arrangements. [f we g0 the formal NATO
route, we will run keadlong into the doctrinal and parochial views that
held up AAFCE's organization for two and one-half years. Prile and pres-
tige could prevent changes in national positions and stall progress. Nor
can wve get the job done by waiting on inputs from national military and
political staffs to their internacional counterparts. I{ we do, we will
also run headlong into the question of who pays and how much and end up
arguing over cost-sharing formulas for another two years. Where possible
we would be well advised to seek bilateral and multilateral agreements
and arrangements. There are also a number of air-force-to-afr-force
arrangements that can be implemented and we will suggest soxe later.

(S) But first and foremost of all requirements ie for the l .ited
States to think NATO. VWe need to be better partners to ovr .JATO allies
and seek means tu bolster their confidence in interdependence to overcome
their feelings of impotence against a Pact attack. One of the best ways
to increase allied confidence in interdependent air forces is to make
AAFCE o strong operationai headquarters in peaceti{me. NATO does not nead
another adainistrative layer addad to its peacetime structure; it does
need an operational headquarters to command and control the air resourcea
it now has.

(U) The creation of AAFCE is only a first step; hard work and firm
bargaining remain to be done before it will have the authority aad the
wherevithal to command its component air forces effec’ively. In a sense,
AAFCE has become a test case. If we fail to make 1. a viable command, it
will be a major blow to further efforts to improv: NATO's overall conven-
tional capabilities.

SECRET



SECRET

96

(S) What is neecded ncw {s to make AAFCE a strong and viable opera-
tional command {n peacetime, capnble of ucing Center Region air power
to full affectiveness and with vptimum flexibility. This requires wmore
than a vigoious naw headquarters. It requires far better command con-

trol, and comunications (C3) than NATO now has.

1. AWACS Can Be a Powerful Lever to This End

(U) The technological breakthrougih offered by an airborne warning
and control system (AWACS) may be precisely the device needed o justify
welding the Center Region air forces into an operationally unified whole.
As envisaged by the U.S,, it would be capable of providing real-time
warning and control of the air battle over the entire central iront. Thus,
an AWACS ia the haida of CINCAAFCE would be a powerful instrusent for uni-
fied command and control, and would also greatly facilitate rationalization
and specislization of national air forces..

(U) The crux of the problem, as always, is how .o fund and man AWACS
in the NATO context, for it is extremely expensive. The temptation will
be to try to fund it as a NATO program, and this me=hod may entail inordi-
nate delay and ultimately a less satisfactory systsm. Therefore, we pro-
pose on pp. 125-126 that the U.S. provide AWACS as part of a trade-off pack-
age in return for allied assumption of present U.S. air-defense tasks in

Zurope.

2. _Adeguate Communications Are Needed for Effective CJ

(U) NATO now lacks tne communicaticns system to receive real-time
intelligence of enemy operations and to direct s noordinated response
that vtilires all available allied rosources. MNor can we reslistically
expect that NICS, or any other system that NATO may support, will mest
AAFCE's needs in this decade. But economy, as well as operational effi-
clency, dictate that we cannot fight s var with independent national
communication systems. Therefore, AAFCE vill have to start with vhat is
currently available from NATO sources and vhat can be gensrated by bi-
lateral ard other arrangements with inceceitsd allles. Although it does
not provide an interface for defensive and offensive operations, there
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is a NATO air defense net that l:nks the Center Region air forces. More-
over, .he FRC has a nationai network of communications throughout the
forwaid area, and USAFE, US/ZREUR, EU'COM, and the Defense Communications
Syetem all have extengive {ixed and some mcbile assets. AAFCE will have
to uese elements of thene combined assets as a foundation for {ts communi-
cations network in the near term. Thu FRG's CIP-67 network of fixed and
mobile microwave statiuns hus been accepted as part of NICS; it will be
completed fir earlier than the overall NICS systea and can play an :im-
portant part in resolving AAFCE's communications problems. If the FRG
and the U.S. agree bilaterally to interconnect their communicatioc systems,
4t will be easier for AAFCE to begin to demonstrate the flexibility of
air power «nd to justify further C} improvements in NATO circles.

3. Joint Peacetime Air Operatione Are Needed

(S) Here i{s vhere "thinking NATO" can pay vff. To help AAFCE, we
recomend that day-to-day USAFE and CAF cooperation and joint flying
operations begin before or as these interconnections are made. If wa
intend to make AAFCE & strorg peacetime hcadquarters, we are geing to have
to exsrcise it -- slowly at first, but continuously and on an ever eapand-
ing basis. USAFE forces can gear thair operations to fit AAFCE's expand-
ing role and provide proof that with adequate C} NATO's air forces do have
the flexibility to meet & wide range of threats on a timely basis. We
have to oomuince owr allies that it makes little sense to ma:ntain owr
defenaive and cffenstve air forces om a comtinuoue alert unless the head-

quarters direoting thoir operations ie at thai same level of readiness.

If we can routinely use joint operations and exercises to demonstrate that
Boerfink meets NATO's needs for peace and war, thin we can quietly deflzte
some of the pressures for & peacetims location at Brunnsum.

(5) Ianvolving USAFE forces to sell the flexible use of NATO's air
forcas has other advantages. Two of our biggest problems are overcoming
resistance to change and intruducing new tec'mology. Allied aircrevs
and youngsr staff officers may well be our best salesmen in both fields.
By intrcducing USAFE squairons/crews into the 2 ATAY area, we can match
U.K. and U.S. doctrine and tactics and let allied air ané ground forces
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conpavre the c¢fficiency of the two operations. We can also give allied
ajrcrews ! lrsthand exposure tu PCMs., This weould whet thefr appetites
for laser and electrooptical guijed weapons and pit pressure on senior
2 ATAF officers, who have shown little {nterest tc date, at leaat to
consider the efficiency ot PUMa {n their planning.

(S) To get the proxram under way, we could seek FRG agreement for
Limited but routf{ne peac:time use of fermin bases in norihern Germany.
(ur objective would be to begin eroding the artificial houvndary between
the 2 and 4 ATAF. Flights of USAFE aircraft based {n the FRG could dr-
ploy to German bases for one or two days of afir cperations with the CAF.
USAFL forces in the U.K. have practiced close air support with CEITAGC
forces from thef: U.X, bases and could do the same with NORTHAG forces.
By beginning to use GAF bases on an intermittent basis we would be
setting the stage forv future "bomb, a3, and go" operations, promoting
interopeirability, and putting a few more breaks in the fence between
the 2 and 4 ATAF. Th: iritial purpose of these operations would he for
USAFE factliaijzation, but subsequently AAFCE could request nuch move-
ments for specific trzining purposes. In later stages, AAFCE coula
incorporate such operations into exercises and eventually work ur to a
tull-scale exercise that tasked all of NATO's air power against a com-
bined air and armor attack by the Warsaw Pact,

(S) Thera are obvious objections to proposals such as these. Poor
communications and differences in tactics will cause problems. We are
going to have tc demcnstrate that flexible deployment is possitle and
that the shortcomings need not be all bad -- gpecifically, they will,
at leaat. highlight the comminications that wve need and permit AAFCE to
take a position on the doctrine and tactics to be followed. (A word of
caution here: We need doctrine and tactics for a NATO scenario, and
differences in U.S. service doctrines have no place in this debate.)

(S, The constraints on demonstruting this ability probably will bde
ths ObM costs invoived, increased TDY funds for aircrews, and flying-
hour limitaticas brovght on by tne enemy crisis. But in this case, the
costs are negligible compared to tre benefits. We recommend a budget
supplament to support increased TDY for USAF crews and an increased
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allocat’on of flying wours == when TUY and (1lving are In support of JWFCE
objectives,

(S) These actions are not likelv to create 4 dramitlc changa {n
the U.K. attitude toward AAFCE or alter its basic thinking on NATO's
atrategy. On the other hand, it would be difficuit for the U.K. *o ralue
vigorous objectiors to obvious improvements that rogt them nothing. In
fact, the new military organization solves some of their pr-blens vis-d-vis
the FRC. llaving gained coumand of the 4 ATAF, the GAF now has ¢ .illet
more in keeping with its contribution. The RAF still mi«intains cowmand of
the 2 A1AF and has gained the key position of deputy for operations lu
AAFCE,

(U) We also need to bui'd on the USAFE and RAF special relationship
that extends back to World War II, to assure the RAF and the U.K. that
our efforts are not designad to reduce their influer-r: in NAIO. We must
also keep the U.K.'s economic difficulties {n mind and seek improvcaent
programs that are realistically wvithin their means Por example, PCMs
must be introduced into NATO's !nventory; we suggest chat a Mlaverick pro-
gram (sce Chapter VI, pp. 268-269) i3 thc type we siould offer the U.K.;
othervise, we will embarrass them and gensrate oprosition rather than
cooperation.

(U) 1ncramental actions such as those outlined above are not guing
to aak® any headliney and are not ,oing to sulve AAFCE's problems over-
night. ilowever, NATO now has nder way several aiy force improveent pro-
grams vhose potential goes far beyond their basic reason for implementa-
tion and whose final value can excced their basic co.t. There is an later-
relat‘onship between these programs apd rationslization tlat deserves
explanaiicn to insure full U.S. support. We will loo¥ at actions to im-
prove force survivability first, because we believe it is one of NATO's
most important requirements. If NATD .- ations can become conficent that
their air forces can survive a coaventional attark even without tactical
wvamning, then they can be motivated to make further improvements.
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C.__USING COLOCATEL OPERATING BASES TO SUPPORT RATINNALIZATION

(U) NATO has too many afrcraft for too Yew bases, especially sfter
massive U.3. augmentation furces .:re depioyed. This mukes allted ais
power unduly vulnerable to WP air tase attack. But bases are almost as
erpansgive as aircraft, and availability of real estate for aew ones is
limited. The answer {u this problea is optimum flexibility and di-ypersal
on the bases NATO does have. This is a particularly serious problea for
tue U.S.

(S) U.S. bases in the Center Region, even ncv in peacetime, hove
far too many aircraft per base, and many more than othar NATO naticns.
The situstion would worsen greatly in the event of a WP attack when com-
mitted aircraft began to arrive by M#l; the subsequent arrival of rein-
forcemant aircralt would further exacerbats th~ problem. U.S. base load-
ing io the Center Region runs from an average f about 50 sircraft at Mt
{o more than 100 per base after planned reinforcemmnt aircraft arrin..
This 1s in stark corntrast to the approximately 36 aircraft per allied
base. Both seriously increased vulnerability and hampered operational
effectiveness must result from this saturation of U.S. bases: The few
heavily loadad bases are particularly attractive targets; runway Jamage
would block large rumbe~s of aircraft; and except in good weath.r and
vwith no damage there wiil be traffic-control problems.

1. The Best ana Cheapest Way to Attack This Prcblem Is to Colocate
U.S. Units in Fxisting Allied Bases

(S) The U.S. has lonp since proposed the concept cf colocated
operating bases (CC™s) on which USAF muuitions and fuel are stored in
peacetime and to which USAF units cen disperse in wartime. The curtent
U.S. "requirement" i~ for about 45 bascs in addition t> presertlyv occupied
USAFE be~es. Thase are intended (1) to permit bed down of forces earmarked
for prowpt deployment aod (2) to provide for sdditional squadrons not now
formally committed tc NATO. The U.S. has identified potential locaticns
in England, Germany, Greece, Italy, ‘the Netherlands, Norway, and Turkey.

.(U) This does not include airlift, special operations, or sir-ses
regcue aircraft.
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Author {zati. n to negot iate COB arrangcmen*s (COBAs) has been given for
48 bases, and nine rrrangements have beei. approved at the working level
tn dare,

(3) U.S. proposals for COls made very little progress until quite
recently. Part of the delay in :‘yummating COB arrangements has been
uormal bureaucratic red tape here and in Europe, but a large part can
also de attrituted to U.S. reluctance to assign additional forces to
NATO. If we can't tell NATO what aircraft are comir.g and thetir estimated
time of arrival, then we cannnot expect allies to place full credence on
their being available in the event of a Yarsaw Pact attack. This is de-
plorable, becausa the U.S. could saturare Europe with reinforcement air-
craft We did it during the second Berlin crisis with Air National Guard
(ANG) units. Dusing October and November 1961, 11 squadrons with more
than 260 aircraft were mobilized and bedded down in European bases.

Jver (00 aircraft flew to various bases in Europe in a single, accident-
free deployment, and <0 F-104s were airlifted. We can do it faster
today with either active or ANG units, and we ought to advertise this
capability in our DPQ submission. It is a matter of building confidence.

(S) Another early obstacle to COB arrangements was the U.S. posi-
tion that host countries should fingnce conatr.ction, maintenance, and
security, costs of munitions- axd fuel-storage facilicies, and in addi-
tion provide such normal bare operating support as base operationr,
crach and rescue, security, axd aids for nsrigation. The facilities
costs for groviding munitions and fuel storage vill vary from base to
bsese, but are estimatcd to run between $200,000 and $500 000 per base.
At the same time, we duclined to msks firm DPQ commitments beyond our
M+ forces (the procedure normally *.sken to inform NATO of the type of
aircraft they can expect and vhen they would arrive). If the U.S. were
to make specific cormitmenta in {ts response to the DPQ, tlhese cos*s
would bec 'ms eligible for infrastructurc payment and othor allies would
share the biil with the host netion. The U.S. recently briefed NALO
political and military leaders on our COB plans end designated seven
additional fighters 2nd one additionsl reconnaissance squadron to
SACEUR's Strategic Reserve in DPO74. But we lost a few years in the
debate over wvhethor to earmark forces and who should pay the bill.
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(S) Furtherm,re, until we complete each COB arrangemunt, we cannot
begin construction of aircraft shelters for our Rapid -Reactor squadrons,
although NATO has agreed to make them eligible for infrastructure funding.
The case for a concerted U.S. push to complete COL arrangements could
stand on the above: survivability by dispersal, an increase in aircraft
shelters, enhanced opcratinnal capability because of reduced aircraft
density at each base, better geographic distribution, increared confi-
dence on the part of our allies, and firm plans for their employment.

But there are additional benefits that add further weight to the case for
COBs.

2. COBs Are a Foot in the Door

(S) They can help break down the fence between the 2 and 4 ATAF.
We suggested earlier (p. 97) that USAFE should gear its operations to
fit A\FCE's expanding role by routine deployment to CAF bases for joint
USAFE-CAF operations. Having CO3s in the 2 ATAF area provides sound
rationale for such operations. Periodic USAFE visits are needed for
familiarization flights to check local flying regulations ard craffic

patterns, %o develop joint operations procedures, and at a later stage to

inspect and exercise the WRM equipment in storage. Such visits would
provide opportunities to practice interoperability by giving GAF ground
crevs experience in refueling and starting USAFE aircraft., With GAF
cooperation, this could be gradually extended to practice weapons-loading
exercises from the prestocked munitions. USAFE could designate a sve-
cific squadron to vork with cach of the COBs to develop rapport and pave
the way for the CONUS-based squadron to be deployed there.

3. COBs Can Help Link TAC with NATO

(S) While the U.S. Air Force 1s now thinking NATO (AAFCE looks at
TAC as & rear headquarters of USAFE, and TAC thinks of USAFE as its ad-
vance wvar headquar ;ers).* it {s equally important for NATO to think of

.(U) This is another argument for earmarking more CONUS-basecd
squadrons to NATO {n our DPQ subnission. Once they are so designated,
USAFE can insiat that AAFCE make definite plans for their wartime ewploy-
ment and that they be counted and used during command post exerciues and
wvar gumes. High-level TAC representation at AAFCE exercises would be
another coniidence-builiing measure.
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TAC's CONUS-based squadrcns as readily avaflatle resources. TAC {49 dus-
ignat ing CONUS-bLased forces for cach European location and training theno
for primary and secondary roles. If the USATE squadron perindically
exercising the COB and t':e CONUS squadron to be deployed there each nad
the same type of aircraft and primary nfnsion, the situation wou'd b
ideal. This wav not be 100 percent possible, but it can be a goal.
USAFE's main operating bases rould then reccive and deploy the CONUS
squadrons that are equipped with aircraft types not nuw based in Europe.
(S) This TAC emphanis on training for Europe needs to be supported
fully by DOD and St.ce, Th2 squadron designated for a COB ehould have
the opportunity for a firsthand visit for familiarization, but this would
call for sizable increases in TAC'as exercise budget. If this {s not
possible, tlv re {s an alternative, Crested Cap calls fur the rcturn of
the four Jual- based squadrons (96 aircraft) each year. TAC is used to
routina dcplnvments of flights of alrcraft under either che rquadron
commander or his operations otriccs., We recommend that, once a CONUS
squadron has been acsigned to a COR, a flight uf four ajrcraft be sub-
stituted for four of the Crested Cap aircraft. True, the "dual-based"
squadrons would not be at full strength, but we would have fulfilled
the requirevent to return 96 aircraft -- and more -- we vould have exer-
cised the COB concept and demonstrated the U.S. capability and willing-
ness rapidly to reinrorce the entire !NATO defense area. In addition,
we'd 'ike to see the squadron comman’er or his operation officer visit
their CO3 every uls months.

4. COBs Pacilitate Deterrent Devloyments in Timc of Tension

(S) We should not overlook the deterrent value and mobilization
flexib.lity of COBs. They offer the political advantage of a rang: of
respor.ses based on our own and the hust nation's Interpretation of intel-
ligence without waiting on a NATO decision in times of increasing tension.
M a low-key basis, we could dispatch fligh:s of four aircraft to each of
the COBs without fanfare. Supporting manpower could accompany or follow
by regular civilian air travel to the nearest civil airfieisd. This ad-
vance echelon could then begin to break cit the prepositioned YRM and to
prepare with the host nation for the reception of the rest of the squadron.
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We would then have more "varm" bases ready fur the deploying forze and
would be placing less of a surge rejuirement on critical tarker and
airlift resources. Such movements sre sublect to ~nemy surveillance,
but no more so than any CONUS augmentaticn of U.S. air bases in Europe,
particu’arly {f USAFE has previously established a pattern of frequent
visits for joint operations.

(S) A strong argument for detailed plans to implement this low-key
responsa 1is the fact that NATO's alert system ‘s complex and subject to
delay while political de:isions are debated (see Chapter VII). We wouid
need only host-nation agreement to begin disyatching advance flights to
our COBs, 1If, on the other hand, we should decide on & full-scale
buildup on the basis of more clear-cut warning, we'd be better prepared
to recsive and ready che fcrce for combat because the COBs had teen
routinely exercised and the CONUS squadrons made familiar with their
European base and trained for thair primary NATO mission.

3. COBs As ..lert Bases

(C) Yet snothexr b:t more expensive way to develop the COB poten-
tial vould be for USAFE to disperse currently assigned aircraft to COBs
in peacetims. While the cost to USAFE would be conridarably higher as a
result of such a step, tha i{zmediste improvement in survivability against
attack without warning could varrant this cost. And the addicional costs
could be mininized by having COBs used for alert aircraft, with USAFE's
regular bases carrying most of the training load. In additicn to the
imnediately reduced vulnerability of aircraft, greater initial capability
should result froa reduced congestinn at individusl bases and from ready
availability of more conventional munitions (the COBs would hava their
own WRM stocks). A final advantage of greater peacetime dispersal is
that it eliminites the initisl nsed to dispe.se as a premodilizaiion
action, a factor that may be importznt in keeping a low profile during
nagotiations aimed at preventing the outdreal of hostilities.
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6. COZn Reduce Vulnerability of USAFE's Convent ional Munitions

(S) In Chapter VI we discuss NATO's overall munitions problems and
suggest crestirg a SACZUR ressrve and introducing PGMs {nto NATO's in-
ventory. But USAYE's aunition-storage problems warrant discussion he-e

because COBs can help solve them. A recent Rand report found that:

Current and planned munition support for U.S. Air Forces in
Eurcpe is dependent upon vulnerable depots and resupply.

The U.S. airbases in the FRG and the United Kingdom have
nonnuclear mmitions-storage capacity for only about 15 days
of a wvar. Over 80 percent of the 60-day prepositionud
stocks will be located at two central storage sites, Morbach
in the FRC and Welford in the United Kingdom, and trans-
perted to the airbases by truck.

The resupply plan calls for these munitions to start
flowing from the depots to the airbases 15 days prior to
D-day. Our study of "munitions support” indicated that
should the flow not start until D-day -- because of lack of
warning or for any other reason -- there would be a 30 per-
cent degradation in cperational capabilicy by Day 20 of com~
bat. And this could happen without an at‘asck on the storage
or resupply systems.

However, the mmitions storage sites, both at tke depots
and on the agirbases, are vulnersble to enemy attacke. At
Morbach, tLhe larse percentage of the total theater munitions
whizh are to be storsd there are located in open bunkers,
linad up like ducks in a shooting gallery.

* bombing attack down ons of these lines, even if it
failed to destroy the munitions, wight damage or litter the
access road enough to seriocusly delay the movement of
sunitions.”

{S) Each COD we obtain will hclp alleviate USAFEZ's munitions sulner-~
ability, because NATO cricteris will permit prefinancirg infrastructure
funding of storage facilities for seven days of munitions for each ear-
marked squadron. This will provide wider dispersal of stncks now held in
the central storate sites and increase the days of on-base supply avuil-
able to aircraft on U.S. air bases (as the number of assigned aircraft
goes dowm, the days of supply per aircraf: will go un). 1In addition, we
favor two more actions:

"
() P. M, Dadant, Findings from Rand Studies ¢! Genaral Purpose
FPorces: A Briefing -U), The Rand Corporation, R-146C-PR, June 1974
(Secrat).
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a. Diversify the types of munitions at each bise to permit maximum
flexibility in combat operatfona. Currently, mcost munitions appropriate
to close air support of ground troops are at the depots, with the bases
stocked largely for counterair and interdiction missions. This s, of
course, inconsistent with any plans to use air tn counter early Pact
armored penetrations.

b. Increase the number of days' mupply at each base to permit a
longer period of tranaportation or weache. disruption without adverse
effect. (This ls really a corollary of the ficrst acticn [a. above].)
Make such provision at the tiie COBs are acquired, if possible, to reduce
additifonai costs to a mininum., COBs are not the total answer, and Rand

and the Air Force are continuing to iavestigate solutions.

7. Using COBs to Develop a Gap-Filler Force

(S) We discussed earlier (pp. 87-88) the need for NATO air forces
to act as a gap filler against a WP armor attack. This concept has much
in common with views cxpressed to us by FRC officials. They felt that
NATO ground forces could give a good acconnt of themselves against the
first wave of a WP armor attack, if they had protection from enemy air.
They were, however, deeply concerned with keeping the WP's second wave
of armor from reaching the battle area before NATO fcrces could recover
from the first attack. ‘they felt that this could he more important than
close air support in the initial days of conflict and suggested that NATO
air forces should develop a close-in interdiction capadility. The USAF
has traditionally considered close-in and deep interdiction to be one and
the same iu doctrinal terms. The air staff has also been studying tacti-
cal counterforce concepts. We suggest that the FRG and USAF differences
may be largeiy semantic, 1f we "think NATO" in terms of NATO's problem in
the Center Region. The point is that the number of avenues of asttack
open to WP armor {s finite, and NATO can make plans in peacetlime to
{nterdict these approaches. These plans can be exercined, tuctics
tested, and weapon loads projected for day, night, and bad weather condi-
tions. We might not predict 100 percent of the approaches hrt we should

come close.
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(5) while naticnal alc forces, erxcept for the USAFP, could not exe-
cute these plans with current resources, Lhey could pe upgraded for the
purpose. For example, laser-guided bombs (LGBs) offer great potential
fcr a gap-filler force trying to {nterdict an advancing WP armor attack.
Our SEA experience indicates that {n 1500 attacks with LGls almost OO
percent of the bombs were reported to have destroyed or damaged the pri-
sary target, only 13 parcent were reported as Jefinits misses, anu for
about 28 percent, the results were not observed., LCBs scored 30 to 70
percent success ugainst bridges, 70 percent against tanks, and 80 perceant
against AAA/SAM. Another interesting finding of significance to a gap-
filler force is that the mission success rate with LGBs appeared to be
conpletely independent of the number of bombs used {n the attack.. There~-
fore, the number of aircraft required for a gap-filler force can be
limited. Laser designators are expensive, however, and are still the
subject of intensive research to improve their all-weather capability.
NATO has been brlefed on the U.S. family of PCMs, but because of the cost
and (be chance that present systems may become quickly outnoded, our
allies have not been pressured to purchase airborne laser designators.
However, the kits to modify general-purpose bombs for laser delivery are
not expensive.

{(S) The number of laser designators that can be made available to
USAFE 1s not known; the total of those available to USAFE and TAC should
soon be enough for a joint USAFE-CAF attempt to develop &n antiarmor force
desigred to delay or stop a WP attack at or near the political border.

We suggest a USAFE-GAF cooperctive sffort in the 4 ATAF arca, with USAFE
supplying the laser designstors and the GAF carrying the bombs. As desig-
nated GAF units develop the necrsaary expertise, the FRG could purchase
and stockpile laser modification kits for general-purpose bombs on their
bases. UJAFE could then switch to training with GAF units in the 2 ATAF
area, where #e¢ have COPs. Modification kits could be stockpiled there

foc use by CONUS base units assigned to those bases and for the CAF units
trained in their delivery. Numerous variations of this proposal can be

*(U) 1bid., R-1460-PR, p. 29.
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developed with the aim of giving our allies confi{dence by demonstrated
ability, introducing PGMs into their air forces on a systematic ond eco-
nomical basis and stockpil’ng modif .cation kits at a number of bases.

If the USAFE-GAF effort proved successful, the CAF could purchase its
own laser designators, and then the USAFE or GAF could begin siullar pro-
grams wvith Benelux and RAF-Germany ai: units. Ia sum, NATO air forces,
like profensional football, need some speciality teams, and w= s.ggest
that USAFE specialize in 'designating targets" for our allies, Ouce
allied aircrews are trained to deliver .GBs and have modification kits
stockpiled on tieir bases, they will soon push for designators as well,
A cozplementary program could be the development of a loran and sensor
system along the lines demonstrated by the U.S.-FRC Mystic Mission

exarcisz.

D. OTHER CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURES

1. NATO Needs t» Expand the Aircraft-Shelter Program

{(S) The current NATO program now nearly complete calls tor hardened
shelters for about 70 percent of the DFQ=committed aircrairt, including
U.S. dusl-hased squadrons. It has been extended to include V.S "apid-
Reactor mouadrons, but construction cannot start until firm bed ~town plans
have been made. Thus, about 30 nercent of all nen-U.3. combat aircratt
stil]l have no shelters as of M}, and no U.S. reinfcrcemen. aircraft
arriving between M+l and M+is0 have shelter provisicna.

(S) Any shelter program Lo incresse survivability of U.S. forces

sJst be preceded by action in the COB program, since it simply does not
make sense to build still more alert shelters at already saturated air
basss. Our allies, however, should begin promptly to increase their
shelters, as numerous analyses have indicated that 100 percent sheltering
is cost-effectiv., even 1f the enemy has snelter-tusting -unitionl.'

'{s) A recent Rand study concluded that the casn for sheltering will
be strengthened as improvements in air-to-ground ordnance ar2 introduced,
especially improvements in Pact air-base-attack munitions end NATO close-
air-gupport (CAS) munitions. It predicted that when precision-guided CAS
wvespons become available for ace NATO aircraft, the value of shelters for
all NATO aircraft will be subscantial, 1if not critical. See E, Dews, P. M.
Dadant, F. Kozacka, J. K. Seavers, J. A. Wilsor, and R. A. Wise, Tactical
Airpover in a Mid-Seventies NATO Defensive Continzency (NATO Alpha, (U),
The Rand Corporation, R=-1192-PR, October 1974 (accreg
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With sheltering, the WP wuy find it too costly to attempt destruction
of aircraft on the ground. During the 1973 Arab-lsraell war, the
Israelss got 334 kills in the air versus 22 on the ground. For the U.S,
air forces, given gradual progress in the COB progrer, added shelters
should be programmed to permit 100 percent shel.ering of assigned, ear-
mached, and tefnfurcement aircraft programmed at each rarticular bHase.
(S) We noted (p. 92) that the British have receatly agrced to
sponsor shelters for USAF aircraft based in the U.K, However, SHAPE re-
quirements meake infrastructure funding of sheicers dependent on elther
the host or user nation agreeing to provide active air defense (SAMs,
AAA, ete., including some AWX capability). 7The U.K. nas no* agreed to
furnish the required active air defens:s. The RAF prefers to concentrate
on intercepting enemy aizcraft over the water and would rather see funds
devoted to airframes thun to ground air-defense units. The U.S. posi-
tion has long bc'n that air-base defense should be a host-nation respun-
sibility. and we are not in a position to deploy ground-defense units to
the U.K. == nor '.ould it be a rational use of iesources if we were. On
the other hand, we gshould not have to bear the costs of shelters without
{nfrastructure support, particularly since the EUROGROUP FDIP program
provided $420 million for shelter construction. To overcome this remain-
ing obstacle, we recommend that the U.S, propose a joint U.S.-U.K. ap-
proach to SACEUR along the following lines:

o RAF units will attain an incre-sed level of survivabil-
ity by dispersal to stand-by bascs.

o USAF forces will {imp-ove survivability for M+3 forces
via SACEUR's airfield survivability program.

o To improve U.K. air-defense capabilities, the U.S. will
assign an F-15 squadren ta U.X. basas, even though the
squadron's peacetime base may te in CONUS. (Under
MC 54/1, air-defense assets are assigned to SACEUR in
peace and war. Thus, SACEUR would have the righ: to
call for the squadron's deployment to the U.K. Hovever,
a trilateral U.S./U.K./SACEUR agreement could be devised
to cover circumstances under which SACEUR would actually
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request the deployment. There {s a precedent for this
proposal: The U.S. withdrew two afr-transport squudrons
from France in the early 1960s under a similacr arranpe-
ment.)

o The U.K. would provide increased active air defense of
air bases by assigning territorial forces equipped with
AAA and SAMs,

o In view of the range prohlem faced by the WP air for:~~,
the improvement in survivability gained by KAF dispersal
and USAF sheltering, and the increase {a active air de-
fense provided by the aassignuent of the P-15 squadron
and territorial forces, SHAPE should waive the require-
ment for all-weather grcund defense for U.K. bases.

(S) This pruposal lues require SACEUR to compromise his criteria
for infrastructure financing of shelters. Illowever, SHAPE added the re-
Gquirement for active AWX ground air defense as a goad to improvement.
1ne usefulness of the goad has run {its course with the U.K., and some
compromise is in order. Turkey and Creece might then ask for equal con-
sideration with the U.K., and we would argue for granting them exceptiona
also, for two good reasous: (1) Afrcraft shelters will increase surviv-
ability and enhance deterrence agains: the WP, even without defenses;

(2) they will serve equally well to deter NATO and WP air forces from
attacking each other's airfields.

2. Provide Shelter During Aircraft Turnaround

(S) All U.S. combéet aircraft (we do not kuow about the aircraft of
our allies) must spend approximately one hour outside their shelters
being refueled and reloaded with ordnance, operations that cannot be per-
formed inside the shelters in use at present. Furthermore, with the
1imited number of maintcnance shelters at each base (as contrasted with
alert shelters) either most mainteaance will have to be perforwed in the
open or in unprotected hangars, or thcre will be lengthy delays while

waiting for access to saintenunce shelters.
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(S) Shelter design, therefore, needs careful review. Most shele
ters currently {n use are basically intended to house alort afrcraft
nnly, and are of prime importrnce just prior to hoatilities. 3ut thefr
value s limfted during cosiventional combat, since 18 :oted above, they
permit neither refucling or resrming immed{ately after a comhat sortie,
nor easy turnaiound maintenance. Morc {imp. rt.nt, current sihelters cannot
accommodate the A-10, F-15, or loaded F-ll1 aircraft, any or all of which
may peed to operate from these bases Iin che future. What {8 needed 18 a
nev type of hardened shelter that cun be constructed {n sufficient quan-
tity at each base to permit (trgetler with existing shelcers) 12C per-ent
sheltering of aircraft during turnaround secvicing and maintenaace.

This would alsn protect critical maintenznre personnel and some supplies
and equipment. Such shelters will, of course, be morc expensive than
the current desaign (vhich cost about $250,300 each, including ac.ess
ramps, etc,). Perhaps the cost of shelters to house two aircrafct each
and including the other necessary chiracteristi{-s cited above couid be
kept within $500,000 each; this would keep the cost about the sar~c, amd
total aircraft vulnurability while in shelter would increase only
nlightty =—= clearly, though, the vulnerability would be m. :ii lower than
under the pcesent circumstauces.

(S) We nced to protect maintenance and supply persounel and facili-
ties. As noted earlier, current (and planied) provisions for hardened
shelters include only alert aircraft and their aircrews (except for about
two maiirtenance shelters per squadron). Maintenance shons, technical
spare part warehouses, and their skilled persounel are not protected frem
attack. The rvdesigned shelters described ubove would do much to remedy
this difficulty. Because there has been no recent U.S. experience with
nonsanctuary bases in the kind of heavy conventional combat that must be
allowed for in tlie Furopean tneatcr, we have been slow to realize the
need for such protoction.

3. Redu:e Turnaround Time in General
(S) 1In addition to increasing shelter during turnaround, we need

to cut turnaromnd time. Current USAFE and U.S. planning is for a low
sortie rate compared with intelligence 2stimates of Warsaw Pa.t capabilities
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(and known capabilitics of the lsraeli Afr Force). This low rate {3 the
result of a relatively long turnaround time and a planning restricticn
on thw flying hours per month of combat crews. It i{s des.rable that
such sircraft be made available tor their next comb-t missions in mini-
mum t fme, regirdless of whether sheltered during turnaround, and cspe-~
cially until such shelter is provided. An {mportant way to increase Ini-
tial capability and, ind.rectly, survival is to Ducreisc corife rate by
reducing turnarcwond time: The more scrties that can be flcsm during the
first few days against cnemy alvcraft and enemy air bases, the fewer
attacks against -ur own aircraft and air bases; and the less time our
aircraft sperd on the ground undergoing maintenince, the less tikely they
are to be damaged in swh an attuck. Thus, it is narticularly important
tc “ake steps now to miniaize turnaround cime.

(S) Analyses have shown that U.S. aircraft can fly at surge rates
equivalent to thoss estimated for Warsaw Pact aircraft -- J to 5 sorties
per dayv for 5 to 10 days at a time, with full recovery in 2 to 3 days of
stand down. A recent Rand study shows tnat an early surge capability ot
far less thaa wa suggest has a arrked influence un the ground batt.e.
Over 15 days, the lower surge sortie rates of the Rand study increased
CAS sorties by 64 percert and r2auced area loe: by 43 percent.. Put {f
tlis cepability 1s to be attaine!l, it must be planned for and pructiced
with some frequency, consistent with peacatinms safety criteria. Moreower,
if we want to increase our allier' confidence in their ability against
the WP, we should ‘naist that they too, practice surging. It does rot
build confidence to credit WP »ir forces with a surge capability and to
keep NATO's equal capability as an "ace in the hole."

(S) There are several key ways =-- used by th: Israell Air Force
in 1967 as well as in 1973 == in vhich turnsround time for combat air-
craft may be reduced:

a. Norcritical Maintenance Lan Be Defu:ted. This means the post-
ponement of all periodic or phased inspections during periods of h-cavy
flying, until bad weather or tezporary ceasation of flyin, is dictated

*(U) 2-1192-PR.
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by the progrens of the war. Much of the raintenance normally carriod
out {n peacetime i{s not necessary before the miasfon 4nd alio can be

deferred.

b. Some Normal Peaceti-e Safety Precautions Can Be Waiv-'d. U.S.

cegulatior prohibit simultancously refueling and reloading a:rcraft
with weapons. The lsraelis perform tnese functions simultaneously in
combat, and have modifiel their aircr.ft to permit prersure refueling

in 15 minutes or so, inatead of the 30 to 40 we require.

E. ACTIUNS TO F "WIDE MORE RAPID REINFORCLMENT
{U) Next in importance to the -~urv.ivability of in-position forces

and the abili%y to use them flexibly is the ability to augment =-- and
resupply == those forces rapidly. One reason for the overiiding im-
vortance o: more rapid veinforcement 1s the possibility oi attack without
warning. Another i{s thkat a demonstrated and advertised capability to
incrue.se markedly the size of NATO's forces in a shorter time than here-
tofore would be a strong ~dditional deterrent. Since the U.S. {s the
chief piovider of augmentation atrrraft to NATO, this section focuses

on augm:nting USAF forces. We suggest a ~urber of steps that would
permit much preater capability earlier, and in advence of NATO alert if

desired.

1. Augment Existing Squadrons Before Adding Earmarked Squadrons
(V) What is needed for augmentation is a number of conbat-ready

aircraft with their aircrews and the necessary tanker support tc permit
their being ferried into the thizater. To gain maximum benefit from this
action, scme units of each type of aircrvart planned for use 1., the
theater should already te _r.-.‘ 2lace; a% present there are no A-7Ds (or
A-IOI). assigned, although a numbar e~e earmarked, v we suggest asaign-
ing some A-7D unite, even at the expense of some F-4) units, for instance.
This would cumplicate peacetime logistic supporr sor 'mat, but it sets up

the infrastructure base for wartime reception of augm:ntation squadrcns.,

- =
(S) 'we A-10 squadrons are scheduled for assignment, but not
uncil 1980,
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The U.S. could then, in an emergency, simply increase the unit equ.pment
(UE* ~2nd number of afircrows of existing USAFE squadrons. Given some
practice, CONUS units should be able to s.nd perhaps six aircrafc each
to jrin comparable overseas uuits within a matter of hours. The value
of this action is that the recelving units then have an increased short-~
term capabilicy almost as large as the percentage increase in UE air-
craft. The remaining ajrcraft and supporting persoinel cau arrive at
their plauned lestina:ion la*ter, in accordance with thetr M+3 schedule,
and be joined by their advaace unit. This exercise cculd then be re-
peated with aircraft from squadrons now scheduled to come over at D+10
and subsequently. Again some aircraft and aircrews from each des_.gnated
unit should be ready for rapid deplnyment on recelpt oi the initial
mobilization order. The concept could be extended to include Air National
Guard squadrons. The limiting elecents are units with whicn to join,

and tanker support.

2. Adequate Tanker Support Will Improve Reinforcement

and Combat Operations
(S) Tanker support for TAC and USAFE needs careful veview: Current

withhold policy may hrve to Le revised to permit dedication of tankers to
TAC/USAFE, Wil u secondary role of supporting SAC. In times of crisis,

- Lees et

our national decisionmakers will be faced with the problem of what comes
tirst -- reinforcing NATO, or a higher level of SAC readinesc. We suspect
that full examination of all ralevant facts will show a neei for more
tankers in our inventory, and/or conversion of some cargr transport sir-
craft to tankers, so that this element of o'r force does nct become a
bottleneck.

(S) Ve suggested on the preceding page wuys «f augmenting UGAFF
prior to activation of NAIO's formsl alert systea by sending elemen:s of
earrarked squadrors to activate COBs and by ircreasing the UE of Eurcpean-
based squadrons. Indeed, our dual-bused squadrons are pledged to be in
Eurvpe on M-Day. Making the politf:al decis'on to begin early reinforce-
oent could be difficult, but it would ease the tanker load. We should
also seek U.K. agreement for RAF tanker support of USAF units deploying
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to U.K. bases to alleviate the load and to speed up the deployment, as
the 3ttuation may lictate., However, there {s another valld reason to
consfder the desirability of additional taaker support for TAC/USAFE:
The distance from U.K. bases to the political border limits the ordnance
payload that can be carrled. The eificiency of taking off with a large
bomb 1nad and low fuel supply, and then refueling in the afir en route
to the .arget, has been proven by air operations in SEN. Our crews are
experts at {t. In terms of ordnance that can be delivered on an assigned
targe%, tanker support for USAF and RAF forces in the U.K. would probably
be the most cost-effective action that could be taken.

(S) Yet ancther reason for additional taukers is the possibility
ttat mucii of the air interdiction effort will have to be flown from U.K,,
rather than German and Benelux, bas:s. For example, early reverses might
drive allied for:es westward, resulting in the loss of sume of our current
bases. Or, the need .» muke full use of the continenta. hases for close
air support of the ground forces might make it desirable tc fly inter-
diction missions from the U.K., Some adlitional KC-135 tankers permaneantly
stationed in Britain, or 747-type tankers dual-based in "7U5, could pro-
vide *his added capability. Consjderseic;, snould be given to the U.K.'s
providing some of this tanker capability. Over the yeare, the USAT and
the RAF have periodicallv conducted joint exercises to ensure the inter-
onrarability of our tanker and fighter forces. Under the Total Force
Policy, it would make mense to develop and exercise contiugency plaans
for RAF Victor Mark I tankers to support RAP and USAF aircraft assigned

to interdictiru missions.

3. More Airlitc for Air Force Personnel and Equipment

(C) To expedite the arrivel of the full units cf USAF augmentation,
consideration also must be given tc more airlift. Current plans call
for the initisl air force units to be the first to be airlifted -- while
erny units are made ready. Some of the later USAF units probably could
be moved earlier than now planned, inasmuch as the early readiness of
some army units is suspect. Since steps are being taken to overcome the
army shortcoming, additional airlift may be rcquired. An economical
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alternative, as COBs are satisfactorily worked our, is to preposition
some of the bulkier squadron/wing equipment, so that the major airlifte
task i{s trancportation of perscnnel. I[n this cdase, Civil Reservn Adr

Fleet (CRAF) afircraft can handle mort of the load.

4. More Afrlift for Army Units
(S) The airlift of units into the theater i{s not as easily arranged

for the Army as for the Ai{r Force (and getting USAF units out of the way
by the expedited action suggested above (oesn't ease the Army problem a
great deal). Army divisions require substantial amounts of outsized

cargo to be deployed. Some of chis can be carrivd only {n the C-5A., Much,
however, can be carried in modified wide-body aircraft -- the B-747,
L-1011, and DC-10 == as well as in MAC's C-141 aircraft. Preliminary
enalysis indicates that adding about 100 modified wide-body aircraft to
the transport fleet would still perrit combat-unit integrity. If the Army
iw able to make ready its divisions in less time than currently programmed,
then it would be desirable -- in the view of an unpublished Rand stud, -=-
to make CRAF-type arrangements for substantial numbers of these aircraft.
About 100 extra modified 7478 (or their equivalent) could reduce by nearly
50 days the time planned to deploy nine reinforcing U.S. Army divisions
(from M+85 down to M+36).

(C) U.S. carriers now own, or have on firm order, mnre than 380 of
the three types of wide-body aircraft cited above; NATO carriers (exclud-
ing Air France) have more than 100 owned or on order. An extreme suggestion
would be to have the NATO carriers modify these aircraft and put all or
most of their aircratt into a CRAF fleet; perhaps a more reasonable ap-~
proach would be for the U.S. to allocate about 50 modified aircraft to
the fleet, and the NATO countries an equrl amount. Five-year cost per air-
craft for necessary modifications and reimbursement to the airlines for
revenue lost during modification and slightly increased operating costs
for the heavier aircraft are estimated &t about $7.5 million per aircraft.
Costs thereafter would be negligible.
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5. _Create a European CRAF Ag a No- or Low-Cost Improvement

(S) As we try to expedite the depioyment of zir and ground augmenta-
tion forces to Eurnpe, airlift requiremer%s will rise proportionally. As
noted above, our Europran allies now have a sizable air fleet of wide-body
aircraft. While 1lift for outsize cargo 1s a handicap that needs to be
overccme, there is no reason for any delay in the deployment of personnel
assigned to divisions havin, prepoditioned cquipment in Europe -- rhe
Reforger and 2+10 units, Furthermore, we have pledged that the Refonrger
units would be back ir Eurcpe beforz M-Day and have insisted that they be
considered M-Day forces in NATO planning. The U.S. military nave cau-
tioned that failure to make the political decision to return dual-based
forces prior to M-Day would result in delays for other CONUS-based ear-
marked divisions because of conflicting airlift requirements.

(S) The creation of a European CRAF -~ even with unmodified air-
craft -- would enable us to deploy alr and ground units faster and cost
us ncthing. Our allies have expressed doubts about our reinforcement
capabilities; thus, involving rhem in the Sl uanyg cuuia gilve them more
confidence, For example, the allies have asked us to define more clearly
the circumstances under which we would be prepared to return the Crested
Cap and Raforger forces -- an action the FRG would like us to take carly
on. We could answer _his question -- and demonstrate NATO solidarity to
the Pact -- "when we agree that there is a need for their return and you

agree to activate a turcpean CRAF to aid in their return.” This proposal
costs notuing in peacetime, increases our mobilization capability, and
(since our allies are making transatlantic flights daily) is a proven
capabality. Moreover, allied involvement would focus their attention on
our need for reception facilities ard foster their participation in the
forvard movement of troops after lcnding. A European CRAF would be more
useful 1f our allies would agree to a phased program to modify their
wide-body aircraft as suggested above, but it may be more rational to

push for a CRAF first and the modifications later ~- perhaps as a EUROGROUP
initiative. he EUROGROUP te seeking new initiatives, and a European CRAF
with modified wide body aireraft could be an acceptable one. 1t would be
a civil as well as a military improvement; since many European airlines
are nationally subsidized, all the costs need not come from defense

budgets.
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6. Reception Facilities for CONUS-Based Reinforcements

(C) Several kinds of action are necded by the host countries, {f
the expeliting actions suggested above are to work. Since they weuld
involve mastly earmarking existing clvil facilities, they would be an
idcal type of low- or no-cost rationalisation measure. First, ucrial
rort fuctlities and activities need to be expanded and made more effi-
cient, Current peacet!me militar: aerial ports of debarkation (APODs)
are too few and would be far too congested under wartime conditions.

In emergencies, we will have to use existing civil airfields, so NATO
needs to make firm plans and peacetime arrangements for their use. 3ut
this does not mean that the U.S. should have to base peacetim: cadres at
these APODs or that valuable airlift and time should have to be devoted
to bringing over 5000 CONUS~-based forces over to activate the APODs.*
Europe's peacetime infrastructure is geared to providing food, lodging,
onward movement, and entertainment to millions of tourists. Surely,
they can meet or help meet the cmerTgency military requirements for re-
ception facilities, if the U.S. in turn can fiprove force readiness and
reduce deployment times. There is a need for some peacetime preposition-
ing of equipment; storage facilities for this equiprent will have to be
constructed. llere again we have a "which comes first" debate. Storage
facilities are not eligible for infrastructure funding, unless the APOD
on which they are built also has active surface-to-air defense units to
protect it. Host nations object to bearing the zonstruction costs by
themsclves, because the U.S. reinforcements will be defending all of
NATO. They also refuse to provide the active air-defense unita required
by SACEUR's infrastructure criteria. As a consequence, firm arrangements
have not Leen made, equipment cannot be prepositioned, and we are going
to wagte warning time. This is not a new problem -- one of the authors
of this Report worked cn APOD arrangcments in 1966-1967 -- and the lack
of progress is discouraging. We do not deny the validity of SACEUR's
requirement for active air defense of APODs; we do question whether this
all-or-nothing approach is in the best interest of the Alliance. Given

.(U) See NATO Rationalization Potential, op. cit., p. A-1-3,
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any degree of wiarning, ilrm arrengements and prepositioned equiprent
would sipnificantly 1mprove U.S, deployment capabilities .. active
afr defense wag needed.  The cousta Involved are low, aand it s not
rational for NATO to refuse this type of insurance. Wwe suggest that
AYODg Le made eligible for infrastructure fundinv {mmediately and that
host. nations be requested to form reserve/territorial air-detense units
for their wartice proteciion,

(¥) Second, mure intrceowitry troicport needs to be made availlable
for the increased carly work load. Hoth growd and air transpurtation
will be needed. The air portioca might well be similar to our own LGGAIR
operation, where a contract carrier flies a daily schedule between
specific locations, carrying persounel and technical spares of high
priority. The carrier might be a nation needing pusyments into his ac-
count becausc of paciicuiar expenuiturea, or slternatively, he might be
verking off some of his savinga; the point 18 that this item is negoti-
able ir working out rationalization expernses. Arrangemcnts should be
made both for the normal peacetime utilization and the “eavy wartime
vork load expected during carly days of cunventional conflict.

F. USING TECHNOLOGY TO PROMOTE RATIONALIZATION
(U) We see a splendid case for using the modernization of NATO's

air forces to promote rationalization. Indeed, as we suggested in
Chapter I, rationalization will be indispensable to free sufficient ic-
sources for modernization in a period of severe fiscal constraints. More-
over, strutegy, doctrine, and tactics can be influenced as much bty the
weapen systems and technology made availahle tc our alliee as it can by
strategic or doctrinal debates. Here again, the "go it alone" policy and
U.S. apprehensions over aliied lack of security havc delayed the intro-
duction of modern weapon systems into NATO's air forces. This needs to
be changed.

1. Make the NATO Electronic Warfare Program an Example
of Successful Rationalization
(S) The U.S. overcame its reluctance to discuss its latest EW tech-

nology wvhen it established rhe NATO Electronic Warfare Progran (MEWP) ,
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only to find that the sulden policy change a:oused allfied apprehensicns
that it was launching a gigantic sales program. The NEWP has made con-
siderable progress 'mder 0sD''s Electronic Warfare Policy Committee be-
cause this ad hoc body of Joint Staff, Service, and OSD representatives
has been charzed with making the program succeed, cutiing red tape, and
report ing progress directly to the Secretary of Defensc. NATO repre-
sentatives have cttended anuual conventions of U.S. industrial and milai-
tary electronic experts, and Europeans have made presentations on NATO's
electronic requirements and concepts. U.S. industry has cooperated with
OSD to ensure a cocrdinated approach to European military establishments.
The USAF his done an excellent job of helping allied air forces develop
their individual EV programs, inciuding training EW officers in its
regular course ar Mather AFb in Calif>rania.

(U) The NEWP is an ongoing rationalization program. Electronic
varfare is one area wherein the allies have agreed that a cooperative
effort is mandatorr, if they are not to end up jamming one another rather
than the Warsaw Pact. There is probably more agreement on the need for
interoperability and competibility -- if not outright standardization --
in the EW program tran in any other facet of NATO's defense. The NEWP
gives us sucl. 3 good opportunity to prove thszt cuuperation can work to
NATO's overall advantage tha: we cannot affcrd to have it fail. For if
a program off to such an auspicious start falters, it is going to be
diffi ult to generate similar prugrams in areas vhere there is a less
demand ing requirement for total compatibility.

(S) We are stressing the NEWP in this chapter because the USAF
seeng to have the lead in promoting “he program and because EW is essen-
tial to the air battle. We nead success here to promote confidence in
other rationalization measures and confidence that NATO's air forces can
sJcceed in conventional attacks, CAS, or interdiction, against the Pact's
formidable groutd-to-air defenses. We are not sure, however, that the
0SD hierarchy beyornd the FW community realizes how important it is to the
rest of NATO's defense posturs that their progranm succced.
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2. PGMs Can Also Increase NATO's Confidence

(S) We discuss a scueme for {atroducing laser-gujded weapons intc
NATO's inventory on p. J07 and for introducing Maverick on p. 268, We
also noted that U.K. resistance to the increised emphasis on conventional
operotions {n MC 14/3 was due partly to the incrvased costs invnlved.

The RAT s still thinking in terms of h:ndreds of sorties against one
bridge or one choke point and {s putting more emphasis on airframes tha.
on weapons to be huag on its aircraft, in the belief that if {t gets the
platform, the munitions will come later. The cost-effectiveness of PCMs
is being ignured. As Dr. Curcie puts it:

Despite the fact it costs $5000 for a guidance kit for a
$600 Mark 84 bomb, it is cheap in the long run. The Mark 84
guided bomb had a Southeast Asia record of one kill for
every two launches, or about 100 times better than older
iron bombs, with only a 9 to 1 rise in cost.

(S) The RAF Strike Command emphasizes '"deep interdiction" (inter-
pret this as tactical nuclear strikes), but with laser-guided weapons
the group could be the nucleus of a gap-filler force against WP armot
and interdiction points in the 2 ATAF area.

(S) Further, PCMs with special shelter-busting or airfield-destruc-
tion capadilities are urgently required by 1980, il not before. The
Warsav Pact aircraft are or will be sheltered, and this makes the air base-
attack problem muc' more difficult. But to gain air superiority, one also
must atteapt to destroy aircraft on the ground, and this must be pursued
early in the conflict if we, in furn, are to avoid heavy attrition, not
only of our air strength, but of our ground forces.

3. So We Need a USAF-RAF Cooperation Program
(S) AAFCE would call on the U.S. F-1llls based in the U.K. for
attacks on WP air bases; firy have been assiyned this task in previous

NATO exercises. We suggcit a program of cooperation between our 3d Alr
Force and the RAF Strike C..mand. Strike Command would agree to furnish

*(U) Aerospace Daily, May 14, 1974, p. 77.
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£ hours of canker support for peacetime training and for deployment of
our Crested=Cap and Rapid-Reactor units bound for the U.K., as well as
combat support to desipgnated 3d Afr Force units, Strike Conmand would
also agree to joint planning lor a part of {ts force to be used in gar -
filler operations and airfield attacks, The 3d Air Force, In turn,
would supply Strike Command with | laser designatnrs on a hand receipt;
ovnership would remain with the U.S. The payoff for the U.S. would be
tvofold: tanker support (which the RAF wovld otherwise be holding {n
reserve for their strike plan) and increased RAF tuvolvement in conven-
tional operations. <Ve'd b2 letting equipment drive them towards more
rational concep.s and tactics. Bureaucrats can find reisons beyond the
coasts i{nvelved as Lo why this cannot be done. We are convinced th-t the
obstacles can be overcome {f OSD his the will to do so, becauss there
are similar programs in c¢{fect today.

(S) SHAPE, with the U,S. leading the way through AAFCE channels,
needs tu expedite research {into further application of PGMs and sensor
weapons in postulated NATO conventicnal conflicts. There is soume urgency
in expediting such research. Beyond being cost-effective in terms of
target destruction per weapoa launched, PGMs reduce the empl.asis on load-
bearing capabilities of tactical ailicraft, USAF and RAF aircraft in the
U.X., 33 w11 ar aircraft on rhe continent, equipped with PGMs can load
ocut with higher fuel loads for longer loiter time and greater ranges.
NATO is ahezi of the WP in PGM development at this time, but if the WP
achieves a PGM capability ahead of NATO, then NATO's current advantage
in terms of payloads and range against WP aircraft will be lost. There
would also scem to be excellent opportunities for cooperation oc speciali-
zation in the RD&P of improved air-delivered weapons. For example, the
U.S. could specialize in LGBs and EOBs; the U.K. in runway cratering
and airfield denfial weapons, and the FRG in the Jumbo- and Stilbo-type
weapons. In this connection, a forthcoming Rand study, Modern Prectgion
Weapons: Asseseing Their Irplications for NATO,. would be a good vehicle
to foster interest in NATO and in allied capitals if it were released in
NATO channels.

*(U) R-1532-ARPA, by J. F. Digby (Secret).
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4. Remotely Pilored Vehicles (RPVs)
(U) Secretary of the Alr Force McLucas told the National Associa-

tion for Remotely Pi{loted Vehicles that the U.S. Atlr Force is scriously
considering RPVs, having fluwn over 25C0 combat sortfes {n Southeast
Asis, and that "{n general, the results have been ouutanding.". He
noted also that RPVs can be used to reduce manned aircraft attrition in
very high threat environments and that they would be most important in
tha future to achieve significant cost advantages over ccmparable manned
aircraft systems. General Jones, Chief of Staff, USAF, said subsequently
that a current USAF-wide mission analysis of future roles for RPVs leaves
little doubt about their increasing impoctance. HKcth officials vere
quoted in the October 1974 issue of Air Force Mcguzine, which went on to
say that there is evidence that expendable drones proved highly effective
in sucking up great quantities of Soviet-supplied Arab SAMs in the Octcber
1973 Mideast war. Such authoritative statements are bound to whet our
allies' appetites for more factual information and to raise questions as
to why they have not been includad in, or informed of, the U.S. RPV pro-
gram and our (or the Israeli) experience. Here again, we need to "think
NATO" and bring the allies into our planning at the earliest practical
stuge,

(U) This should include the possible use of PCM-carrying RPVs, con-
trolled by manned asircraft or from the ground. If this sounds too inno-
vative, consider NATO's reaction should these devices enter the Warsaw
Pact's {nventory and NATO were faced vith the pcoblem of countering them.
Given the gains in understanding and cooperation achieved by allied
attenlance at the U.S. military and industrial electronic-warfare sym-
pcsiums, we recommend they be invited to future discussious of the National
Association for Remotely Piloied Vehicles. Moreover, if we wait too long
before introducing the U.S. RPV program into NATO channels, we face the
prospect that uny U.S. proposais will be looked on as another "buy Americen'
campaign ~- witness the NATO Electronic Warfare Program and initial allied

reaction to the U.S. rationalization proposals.

*(U) USAP News Release, No. 1774, April 30, 1974.
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(C) Since the Army urd Navy are also involved {n RPV development
we suggest that OSD consider a NATO RFV prcgram and the formation of an
05D RPV Policy Cormittee, organized along the lines of the NATO Elec-
tronic Warfare Policy Committee, to implement the program. Since the
U3SAF has the grestest experience, they would have to iakc a leading role.

G. RATIONALIZING NATU'S AIR FORCES RROIRES SOME SPECIALIZATION

(U) Ue believe that the Dutch specialization proposal dsscribed in
Chapter I is sound in principle. Most allied sir forces are trying to
do tyo much with too little. The smaller allies simply cannot afford

balanced nat{onal forces, especially expensive multimiazsion air forces.
Y.S. planners often fourget that the population of eight NATO nations is
less than, or only slightly larger than, that of metropolitan New York
City. These countries simply cannot individually equip and train air
forces w.th the full range of capabilities required to meet the WP air
threat, especially at a time of severe fiscal constraints. Yet the U.S.
has often given military advice that has led our allies to pattern their
air force structure after our own.

(U) Portunately, the advent of AAFCZ and AWACS and the need for uni-
fied C) will facilitete specialization of the smaller NATO air forces at
the same time that budget pressures drive thea toward it. But the corol-
lary is that the larger NATO air forces must assume certain functions on
behalf of the smaller: The U.S., U.K., and FRG air forces are going to
have to {111 the gaps, with the USAF playing the largest role aiuply be-
causs of its greater capabilities.

(U) 1If the rationalizaticn and specialization of NATO's air forces
are to suczeed, the USAF will have to expand its leadership role. But
this in turn poses problems, beczuse the USAF must e involved in every
mission assigned to NATO's air forces in order to drive NATO toward
needed improvemsntu. For example, ws will never win the CAS debate with
the British if we do not actively contribute sircraft for the CAS role.
Finding the right balance for the USAY contributions will be difficule,
but the criterion should be a balanced NATO posture, rather than a balanced
USAFE posture. This is important for sevecal reasons. First, specialization

CONFIDENTIAL

- - — N »
e . e e U S, - —— -



SECRET

125

14 suspect, by both military and political leaders. They pointed to
France's vithirawal from the integrated ailitary structure as an exa=ple
of wlhat could happen; now they can add Gicecu. The Netherlands' inabili-
ty to find an altcrnative to the Lance mission, which it declined a1d
which the FRG accepted, is another exam le of the difficulties speciall-
zation must overcome. The military, in particular, have good reason to
be afraid of NATO's cumbersome alert system and what would happen 1f a
specialized force were withheld wvhile nacional political cuthorities de-~
bated the accuracy or validity of warning indicators. PFinally, there is
the yearly cycle of proposed U.5. withdrawals by Congressional critics
of the U.S. force posture in Europe.

(U) Desnite these drawbacks, the economic facts of life dicrate a
greater degree of NATO air specialization than now exisis. NATO has two
choices: Either we plan the best use of available resources, so that the
sum le greater than the individual national contributions; or we contiiue
uncoordinated, with a =otal capability that is less than the sum of the
nationa! forces. Trade-offs are essential. We suggest several below.

1. Accept AWACS As a U.S. Responsibility

(S) 1If we want an AWACS in Europe before 1985, we must accept the
fact that it will have to be a U.S. program Our logic is simsple. That
the U.S. is buying AWACS aircraft is common kaowledige among our allies.
Once they are purchased, there is no more logical place to deploy then

than in Europe. Furope's defense is our so:t urgent requirement, and AWACS
aircraft could be deployed to some other trouble spot as quickly from
Europe as from CONUS. If we wvant a cooperative production program, then
ve can expect several years of debate, first on s cost-shiaring formula

and then on & copreduction formula. Given the difficulty NATO is having
in developing sz agreed infrastructure budget for the next five-year pariod,
we find it hard to balieve that our Zuropean allies will jointly fund an
AWACS made in the United States. On the other hand, it doesn't seem to
maks sense to saste time and money on developing a NATO AWACS when the
U.S. has s systen already under production. Moreover, given the U.K. view
or. NATO strategr (p. 91), ve would forecast their continued insistence on
ewphacizing the early-waruing and low-altitude-detection aspects of a NATO
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AWACS and de-emptasizing the control aspects. This {s another l.astance
waere giving NATO Lthe capability can drive the doctrine and tactics.
We ought to take advcantage of {t,

2. Make Alr Defens¢ u European Responsibility in Return for the U.S. AWACS
(S) This does not mean that AWACS {s not good trading material, or

that the U.S. should give it away. For years the v.5, has been trying to

get the FRC to take over the operation of 412-L radar sites stil]l manned

Ly USAFE personnel, as well as fixed Hawk and Nike defersc SAM -zzu.'

No other free world nation is as dependent on others for its sir defense

as the FRG. This wade scnse in the early days of NATO and bYefore the FRC's

rapprochement vwith the Warsaw Pact nations. Now there is less ruason for
this dependency. It makes little senss for the U.S. to send radar techni-
cians 0 man rudar sites on Cerman hilltops when w could be making more
valuable contributjons. Part of the problem liers in the fact that the GAY
conscript does not religh duty at these remote sites. Moreover, we ques-
tion the need for USAFE forces to participate in the peacetims intercep-
tion and identification of aircraft intruding into allied sir space.
This task, also a holdcver from post-World War 1l oncupation days, has
los: its validity. For example, USAFE has been required by SACEUR to
assume the air-defense responsibilities formerly filled by the French air
force {n souther:i: Cermany. Tuis task couli now be more logically assigned
to the GAF, and USArk squadrons uuo\.nd of the peacetime requiremeat for
polic:.ng the FRGC air aspace. This is not to say that USAFE's r-4Es wuuld
not be available to AAFCE for air defense; on the contrary, these multi-
capable aircraft squadrons would become available for any role in any
sector of the Center Region. Moreover, YRG assumption of air-defense re-
sponsibilities -~ radars, air-to-air interceptors and SAM sites -— will
not creatr alarm on either side of the curtain that the FRG is seeling a
dominant military posi-ion vis-d-vis its allies or the Warsaw Pact.

(S) While the case for FRG taksover of U.S. 412 aad Nike sites 1is
corpelling, the U.S. simply must face up tc the key F<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>